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DOGFISH SHARK ERADICATION 


FRIDAY, MAY 22, 1959 


U.S. Spnate, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
5110, New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C., Hon. Warren G. 
Magnuson (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

The CHairMAN. The subcommittee will come to order. There are 
two or three other Senators coming, but we have to go back on the 
floor in a few minutes. 

This is a hearing on S. 1264. 

(The bill follows:) 

[S. 1264, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act providing for a program to eradicate the dogfish shark on the Pacific coast in 
order to expand such program 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled “An Act authorizing and 
directing the Secretary of the Interior to investigate and eradicate the predatory 
digfish sharks to control the depredations of this species on the fisheries of the 
Pacific coast, and for other purposes’’, approved September 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1710), 
is amended as follows: 

(1) In the first section strike out ‘four years’’ and insert in lieu thereof “five 
years’, and after the period at the end of such section insert the following: ‘“‘As 
part of such program the Secretary is authorized to make incentive payments to 
domestic fishermen with respect to whole dogfish shark carcasses and dogfish shark 
livers at rates not in excess of $15 per ton in the case of the carcasses and 15 cents 
per pound in the case of the livers. Such payments shall be in addition to any 
amounts which such fishermen may be able to obtain by selling such carcasses and 
livers. For the purposes of this Act the term ‘domestic fishermen’ means fisher- 
men who operate from a principal base of operations in the United States.’ 

(2) In section 2 after “States bordering on the Pacific coast,’ insert ‘with the 
Government of Canada,’’. 


(3) In section 3 strike out $95,000” and inert in lieu thereof ‘‘$ 4 


The CuarrMAN. A similar bill was passed by the last Congress, and 
the President approved legislation directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to investigate for a period of 4 years the dogfish shark problem 
on the Pacific coast, and to develop control measures as well as a pro- 
gram to eliminate this pest from our fisheries. 

The bill under consideration this morning would amend the 1958 
act by increasing the time period to 5 years, authorize incentive 
payments of $15 per ton for dogfish shark carcasses and 15 cents per 
pound for livers, authorize cooperation with Canada with respect to 
any program or study that might be instituted, and possibly increase 
the amount to be expended each year. 

Wednesday, May 20, 1959, the Fish and Wildlife Service submitted 
their first report on the dogfish shark, which is directed by the bill of 


Note.—Staff member assigned to this hearing, Harry C. Huse. 


1 








2 


DOGFISH SHARK ERADICATION 





last year. They make two basic recommendations: (1) Find an 
economic use of the shark; and (2) conduct biological studies designed 
to evaluate control measures. 

The report from Fish and Wildlife estimates gill net fishermen in 
my State lose about $600,000 per year because of this pest destroying 
gear, and causing loss of boat time. Purse seiners loss is about 
$68,000—this is a conservative estimate—and the troll salmon 
fishermen about $500,000. 

The report sums up an estimated annual loss of $2,200,000, which 
shows the program is a costly one, and that is why we have submitted 
the bill today. These are estimates and may be high, but certainly 
the problem is there, and it is a costly one, becoming more so year 
by year. That is why I submitted the bill before us today. These 
incentive payments would help us control the dogfish shark during 
the period of study to develop other control measures. 

The Senator from Alaska wants to make a statement on this at 
this time. 


‘STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ALASKA 


Senator Bartietr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the 
opportunity to make a statement now, because I shall be required to 
leave soon on account of the fact that another committee is marking 
up the Alaska omnibus bill. 

I do want to say that I hope the bill to which you have referred, 
S. 1264, is reported out of the committee and passed by the Congress 
and becomes a law. I think it could be very meaningful and helpful 
in Many ways. 

For example, not long ago Mr. James G. Pinkerton, who is manager 
of the Ketchikan Cold Storage Co., made a trip to Europe and dis- 
covered there that in many of these Western European countries 
there is simply a tremendous market for dogfish. It is used there 
for human consumption, and these studies, surveys, could well show a 
means whereby dogfish taken in the Pacific Northwest, which of 
course includes the great 49th State of Alaska, might be exported for 
European consumption. 

I should like to have the privilege, Mr. Chairman, of submitting 
for the record a letter written to me on this subject by Mr. Pinkerton, 
dated May 15, and also a copy of another letter which was sent to 
Representative Rivers of Alaska by Verne Albright, acting secretary 
of Local 61, International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s 
Union, at Ketchikan, endorsing in general terms this proposed legisla- 
tion. 

As I say, I hope this bill does become a law. 

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, I want to pay my respects to 
the dedicated, devoted, able Washington State director of fisheries, 
Mr. Milo Moore, who is in the hearing room now. I have never, in 
all my experience, which has extended over a period of many years, 
had the opportunity to become acquainted, become a friend, of a man 
who was more concerned with the improvement of our fisheries gen- 
erally, who had more desire to better the lot of fishermen and of the 
industry. If we had more Milo Moore’s, Mr. Chairman, all of our 
fisheries would, everywhere, be in much better condition. 
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DOGFISH SHARK ERADICATION 3 


Thank you. 
The Chairman. Thank you, Senator. 
(The above-mentioned letters follow:) 


KETCHIKAN CoLp Srorace Co,, 
Ketchikan, Alaska, May 15, 1959. 

Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: On the matter of S. 1264, the following would be my recommenda- 
tions for consideration by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

1. That the Fish and Wildlife Service make a study to determine: 

(a) Available stock of dogfish shark in Pacific Northwest. 
(b) Best time of year and method of catching. 
(c) Proper processing required in preparing dogfish for human corsump- 
tion. 
(d) Potential market in European countries, especially in the Mediterra- 
nean area. 

2. That sufficient funds be provided for the above work to be carried out. It 
is my understanding that there is a market for several thousand tons of dressed 
dogfish in Europe each year. 

3. It is my opinion that if this resource can be utilized for food it would help 
provide employment in the Alaska fishing industry which is now suffering from 
effects of the depleted salmon run. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES G. PINKERTON, Manager. 





INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S AND 
W AREHOUSEMEN’sS Union, Loca 61, 
Ketchikan, Alaska, May 7, 1959. 
Hon. RALPeH RIVERs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CoNnGRESSMAN: Immediately after you and your Secretary had called at 
our union hall in Ketchikan, Alaska, in an attempt to obtain our thinking relative 
to certain matters of particular interest to us, the local immediately set up a 
committee for the purpose of obtaining that type of information. 

Senator Magnuson, of Washington, has introduced a bill for a bounty or subsidy 
on dogfish shark. This committee is of the opinion that this bill could be the means 
of ridding west coast waters of a predator. It is also our opinion that Senator 
Magnuson overlooked an opportunity for the development of considerable work 
opportunity for a large number of American workers. 

According to our information, there is considerable outlet in Europe for dogfish 
forhuman consumption. With the bounty, it would be possible for the fishermen 
to catch these fish and sell to the American processor at a price which would make 
it possible for him to compete in the above market. Not only would this supply 
additional income for the fishermen, it would also provide employment for a 
considerable number of other workers. 

One of our local processors has informed us that he could immediately dispose of 
a large quantity of these fish if he could meet the competitive price in Europe. 
With the aid of this proposed bounty, he believed the fishermen would be able to 
sell to him at a price which would permit him to do so. Such a disposal would be 
far more desirable than the hazardous waste of dumping them on the beach after 
the bounty was obtained. 

It is our opinion that this could be corrected by an amendment to the effect that 
all dogfish upon which the nour.ty is paid would be required to be processed. 

Kindly give this your consideration. 

Yours respectfully, 


M. VERNE ALBRIGHT, 
Acting Secretary. 


The Cuairman. Needless to say, the chairman concurs in your 
latter remarks. 

Congressman Tollefson wanted me to notify the committee that he 
would have testified on behalf of the bill, but he cannot attend due to a 
markup of a bill on which he is chairman of the committee. 
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The CuairMan. Congressman Pelly is supposed to come over, and 
he will have a statement. 

Senator Jackson has a statement in favor of the bill, which will be 
put in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. Henry M. Jackson, a U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE of 
W ASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this sub- 
committee in connection with S. 1264, a bill which proposes to control the problem 
presented by the predatory dogfish shark. 

The matter of control of dogfish shark on the Pacific coast is of grave concern 
both to sport and commercial fishermen. Our friends in Canada have also ex- 
pressed their concern over this problem. 

Representatives of industry have just cause in looking toward our Federal 
Government for relief. The control of this menace to our fisheries resources 
is one of immediate concern. Administratively, competitive imports have been 
handled in such a way that they have absorbed what normal domestic market 
there would be for dogfish shark, thus eliminating that aspect of control. 

The program of contro] as outlined under your bill, S. 1264, Mr. Chairman, is 
a real step toward improving our fisheries. This is necessary legislation to pre- 
serve the coastal and inshore fisheries along the Pacific coast. While I am not 
personally familiar with the problem as it affects the North Atlantic States, | 
am given to believe that this legislation would also inure to the benefit of the 
fisheries resources in that area. The sensible approach to the problem is twofold: 
(1) the control of predatory dogfish sharks; (2) the implementation of a program 
for finding new uses and markets for the dogfish shark. 

Coming from an area which has as one of its major industries, fishing, this 
problem has been brought to my attention time and again. The observation 
which underlies the complaints is that Federal attention to this problem will 
result in an early solution. Thev recognize the position taken by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, but feel that this avoids the main issue; namely, prompt, positive 
action. 

We in the State of Washington are most fortunate, for we have as our Director 
of Fisheries a man who is recognized by the industry as one of the foremost 
authorities in this highly technical and complex field. The experience of Milo 
Moore is international in nature, the U.S. Government having called upon him 
to utilize his talents in cooperation with the Government of Greece; and after 
he accomplished his purpose in this area they again sought his counsel in Asia 
by having him serve as an adviser to the Korean Goverrment where he was 
again imminently successful in establishing a sound productive program. There 
are few as well qualified as Milo Moore. I take pleasure in concurring with the 
stated position of the Director of the Washington State Department of Fisheries 
that S. 1264 should be enacted at an early date, and that it represents a scientific 
and practical approach to the predatory dogfish shark problem. 

The CuatrMAN. The chairman of the committee will make his 
views known on the bill in the committee report. 

We have Mr. Anderson here, and Mr. Moore, the only other 
witnesses listed. 

We have the letter of the Department of the Interior of May 21, 
1959, regarding the bill, which we will put in the record by reference. 


STATEMENT OF A. W. ANDERSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, BUREAU 
OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Anperson. My name is A. W. Anderson, Assistant Director 
of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. 

If you wish, Mr. Chairman, I can summarize briefly the Depart- 
ment’s position. 
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DOGFISH SHARK -ERADICATION 5 


The CuarrMan. Yes, because this is a subject we have gone over 
in previous hearings. 

Mr. AnpERSON. The Department recognizes the serious problem 
that is caused by abundance of dogfish shark in the Pacific North- 
west, as we have pointed out in the Bureau report. 

However, the Department’s position is that the bill, as written, if 
it indicates an incentive payments program, would have to be insti- 
tuted by the Secretary, and is not the best means of meeting this 
menace. ‘There is also the question of the propriety of the Federal 
Government making incentive payments for predators that are taken 
in what would amount to be State waters or Territorial waters. 

The CuarrMAN. If you don’t mind an interruption, I want to ask: 
when you speak of propriety of incentive payments, do you mean 
there is no precedent for incentive payments for predators? 

Mr. ANpERSON. By the Federal Government, in State waters. 

The CHaiRMAN. What about predatorsonland? The Federal Gov- 
ernment pays bounty in many cases, does it not? 

Mr. Anperson. I think that is correct. 

The CuarrMAN. So we will agree there is precedent for this sort 
of thing? 

Mr. AnpERsON. On land, I think there probably is. 

The CHarrMAN. But it has never been done before on water? 

Mr. AnpuRSON. That is correct. 

The CHairMAN. It is true, therefore, that we have not paid boun- 
ties, or there is no precedent for payment of bounties on water. 

Mr. ANperson. That is correct. And there is also the general 
question there whether or not the industry and the States involved 
have exhausted all the means in their resources to take care of this 
problem. I think they certainly are doing their utmost in that regard. 

The CHatrMAN. Of course, I think the States have got as much 
money as is possible to get for this research, but as to exhausting their 
means—obviously the means to eradicate this predator has not 
been exhausted by either the States or Federal Government. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. 

The CuarrMAN. Your report points out it is still a great problem. 

Mr. Anpprson. That is correct. The general position is that the 
Federal Government doesn’t usually step into attempting to solve 
these problems, until the local area has done all it can. Particularly 
when it is a local problem. 

The CHairnman. Would you agree with this statement, that the 
reason we suggest that the Federal Government do this is that it is 
pretty hard to have dogfish shark realize when they are going over a 
State or a boundary line. Suppose the State of Washington went 
ahead and did a great deal more, which they would like to do on this 
matter, and the State of Oregon did not, or the State of Alaska did 
not, or the Canadians did not, the whole program wouldn’t have any 
effect at all. 

Mr. AnperRson. That is quite true, where you are involved with 
a migratory species, that is correct. But it is probable that there 
are dogfish shark in Puget Sound, for example, that don’t migrate 
out of that area. 

The Cuatrman. But you would agree, would you not, if the 
problem is to be tackled the way we would like to tackle it, it should 
be either a joint effort of all the people involved, including Canada, 

42292592 
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or the Federal Government, which would take it over, all of it, with 
the cooperation of the various States. 

Mr. Anperson. That is right. We certainly would agree to that, 

Our other problem is that incentive payment program is @ program 
that must continue for years. It does not solve anything of itself, 
The objective here, of course, would be to find some sort of com- 
mercial fishery that would find an economic use for the dogfish, and 
in that way take care of it, as a menace, or a predator. 

We feel, however, if you institute just an incentive payment 
program, there is no easy means of evaluating that program, to 
determine what it is doing to eliminate dogfish as a predator. 

Fishermen, presumably, would be paid either for livers or carcasses, 
as they were brought in. But the fishermen would fish where they 
wished, when they wished, and as they wished. Under a program of 
that sort, it would be very difficult to tell what the results were that 
you were getting. We think that the more preferable approach to it 
is to have the Department use chartered fishing boats, where that is 
necessary, so that they can fish in certain areas, under controlled 
conditions, and they can measure the amount of dogfish that are 
taken in the area with the type of gear; later, you can go back and 
see what effect this has had on both the dogfish population and the 
resident population of other fish, and then you can make recommenda- 
tions as to how a program of this sort should be eventually conducted. 

The CHarrMan. Why couldn’t you keep track of it under the 
incentive program? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Because fishermen, on an incentive program, will 
me for dogfish when it is profitable; and not, when it is not profit- 
able. 

The CHarrMAN. Every time they take a net full of dogfish shark 
out, there are that many less dogfish sharks though. 

Mr. ANpERsoN. That is correct. But maybe not in the appropriate 
places. They may be fishing in some certain area and reducing the 
population there considerably, but in other areas, perhaps where part 
of that effort should be devoted, they are taking nothing whatsoever. 

The CuHatrMAN. Then you would recommend that if you have an 
incentive program, there would still have to be, on top of it, a program 
which would have some direction? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, otherwise you are just saying——— 

The CuatrMan. Why couldn’t the Department recommend that 
kind of a program? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is very difficult to do. We have given thought 
to that. But where the fishermen fish of their own volition, it is very 
difficult to get them to fish in the areas that perhaps we think should 
be fished in, at the time they should fish, and to the degree they should 
fish. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose you said that unless they fished in the 
areas you suggested, or at the time you suggested, that the incentive 
payment would not be made? Wouldn’t that control it? 

Mr. ANpERSON. Theoretically, it would, but we think it would be 
very difficult to do. 

The CHarrMAN. I can see some problems in it. 

Mr. ANpERSON. It would be a very difficult program to administer. 

The CHarrMaNn. But even a program that is difficult to administer 
is better than none at all, isn’t it? 
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Mr. ANDERSON. We don’t say there should be no program at all. 
We recognize there is a dogfish problem on the Pacific coast. 

The CHairMAN. What do you suggest we do about it? 

Mr. ANDERSON. We suggest, as we suggest in our report—— 

The CHAIRMAN. That we study it some more? 

Mr. Anprrson. No, we think that there should be a controlled 

rogram of eradication; that, for example, we should be permitted 

oth to charter vessels and perhaps use some commercial vessels also, 
but, under controlled conditions. We would charter vessels to go to a 
certain area to fish in a certain way at a certain time, and we would lay 
out the program on that basis. 

The CHArRMAN. And suggest an appropriation for that rather than 
pay the money out in an incentive program? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 

The CHarmMAN. Have you such a program ready? 

Mr. ANprRSON. Yes, we have an idea of what a program like that 
would cost. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would it cost more than the anticipated incentive 
program costs? 

Mr. Anprrson. Well, we figured tentatively a program of that 
type that would involve biological control would cost—and chartered 
vessels and so on and to some extent use of regular fishing vessels on 
their regular trips—would cost about $300,000 a year. Then along 
with that, there would have to be an evaluation program, to go into 
these areas and determine what had happened. That would cost 
about another $50,000 a year. There is also the possibility that 
something could be done in the way of repellent chemicals—some- 
thing that could be developed to use with the fishing gear in the nets to 
prevent the dogfish from entering the nets or from tearing them up, 
which is one of the great sources of damage. 

The CHAIRMAN. So you would estimate about $400,000, on a 
rough estimate, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. AnpERsoN. Yes, on that; and if we consider the approximately 
$100,000 for technological uses, to find food uses 

The CuarrMan. About a half million dollars. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

The CHarrmMan. When you talk about the economic problem 
we have here—appropriations under the incentive program—in your 
letter you say incentive payments— 
of $15 per ton for whole dogfish and 15 cents a pound for livers will cost approxi- 
mately $600,000 for carcasses and $1,400,000 for livers if the quota was taken. 
That is about $2 million.. 

Mr. Anprrson. Might I explain that? Those figures are for 
Canada and the United States together. 

The CuarrMan. But you do not say anything about the recapture 
when you sell the livers and the carcasses. 

Mr. Anprerson. But from the Canadian experience, it appears that 
you will not get a great deal for the livers or for the carcasses on a 
continuing basis. We doubt very much, also—— 

The CuatrmMan. How much would you get per ton for the car- 
casses—the whole dogfish? If we suggest you pay $15, how much 
would you get back under present market conditions? 
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Mr. AnpErsoNn. On the present market—I believe the per ton cost 
has been anywhere from $10 to $25 per ton, but we don’t think that 
market will hold up under a volume production. 

The CuHarrman. Let’s not anticipate whether it will hold up or not, 
Suppose I had X number of tons of dogfish carcasses. Right now 
how much could I get for them per ton? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, as I understand our report, it quotes prices 
from $11 to $25 a ton. 

The CuarrMaNn. So sometime we might make money on this pro- 
gram, if it goes over $15, might we not? 

Mr. Anprrson. Not nec essarily. Our report also indicates 

The Cuarrman. If I pay $15 and I get more than $15, Iam making 
some money? 

Mr. AnpErRson. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. Now the livers, 15 cents a pound. What is the 
present market on livers? 

Mr. AnpERSON. Well, I think they have been running anywhere 
from 6 cents to perhaps 10 to 15 cents. 

The CuarrMaN. So in that case, even the regular run of the market 
wouldn’t quite make up to 15 cents? 

Mr. AnprERson. No. 

The CuarrRMAN. But in the case of carcasses—it possibly could go 
higher, depending upon the condition of the market? 

Mr. AnpEerson. That is correct. 

The CHarrMAN. So if you took the $2 million you suggest here as 
the cost of your program and add a recapture clause, would it be a 
conservative estimate to say the program would cost us under a half 
million dollars, under the incentive program? 

What I am trying to find out is whether we can go ahead with the 
program which the Department suggests—which I think has some 
good features—or the incentive program. The cost might be just 
about the same. 

Mr. ANperson. There is a misunderstanding there. The cost 
wouldn’t be $2 million, because the cost there is either for carcasses or 
livers; if they brought it in as carcasses, it would be one cost, and if 
they brought it in as livers it would be another. So it wouldn’t be 
a total like that. 

The Cuarrman. What I am trying to find out is if you have two 
programs, we want to know the cost of them. Under the incentive 
program, with a reasonable market price for livers and for carcasses, or 
both, that program wouldn’t cost us any more than a controlled plan 
like you speak of. 

Mr. Anperson. No. I think in the long run, the cost one way or 
the other would be about the same. 

The CuairmMan. But we must remember that this is going to cost 
us something regardless of what plan we use. 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

The CHarrmMan. But as between the two plans, the cost, I would 
think, could not be much different. 

Mr. Anprrson. There is some question in the minds of our people 
who prepared the report whether or not fishermen, under incentive 
payments, would fish for as little as 15 cents for livers, or the price 
per ton for dogfish. They think the fishermen would need a return 
of $40 to $60 a ton to actively fish for them. 
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The CuarrMAN. That is something I do not know. We will have 
to get testimony on that. 

Now this report that you submitted here, that is the result of the 
recommendations of last vear’s act. is that correct? 

Mr. Anprerson. That is correct. 

The CuHarrMan. And this is the annual report? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, it is not an annual report. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a report under the direction of the act? 

Mr. AnprRson. That is right. 

The CuamrMan. We will incorporate that in the record by reference. 
It has numerous charts in it. 

Now you heard the Senator from Alaska—I didn’t get all the 
details—-but he said the market for carcasses and livers and these 
things was quite substantie] outside of the United States. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. In Europe, for example, both in 
England and Germany, dogfish are used for human food and bring 
a reasonable price. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any figures as to the prevailing price 
in those areas? 

Mr. AnpERSON. I can supply those figures for the record. 

The CHatrMAN. Would they be higher than ours? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes. ; 

The CHAIKMAN. Why couldn’t we sell these fish under some plan, 
to those markets? 

Mr. AnpErson. Well, you have a very long distance to transport 
them, either as frozen o1 in some other preserved manner. 

The CHairmMan. But we could get at least the cost that we paid 
out, couldn’t we, for them? 

Mr. AnpEerson. That is possible. We would have to check into 
that and that would be one of the things we would do under the 
economic side of this program. 

The CuarrMAN. What I am trying to establish here is if we are in 
agreement that there is a market for these dogfish, worldwide and 
domestic, and that whatever the incentive payment might be, or the 
cost of a plan like you have suggested, we still can recapture a great 
deal of the money we might appropriate by the sale of these fish into 
the world and domestic markets. 

Mr. AnpERSON. That is correct. 

The CuairMan. In some cases would it be true we might recapture 
as much as the cost of the program, whatever program was instituted? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would question that. If it were that close, I 
would think someone would be doing that with dogfish at the moment. 

The CuarrmMan. But the recapture would be substantial, would it 
not? 

Mr. AnpErsoN. Possibly, yes. 

The Cuarrman. All right. I have no further questions. We will 
put this letter in the record in full and incorporate in the record this 
report which I haven’t read fully yet. It just came in. It is incor- 
porated by reference. 

We have with us Congressman Pelly, who I think wants to make a 
statement for the record on the bill at this time. 

This is Mr. Anderson, Mr. Pelly, and we have been discussing the 
Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife letter on the bill. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE THOMAS M. PELLY, REPRE. 
SENTATIVE IN THE CONGRESS OF THE UNTED STATES FROM 
THE FIRST DISTRICT, STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Petty. Senator, I certainly want to express my appreciation 
to you and the committee for the opportunity to appear before your 
committee in support of S. 1264. 

As you know, last vear the Senate passed a bill providing for the 
payment of bounties on the dogfish shark, but when the House 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee considered legislation to 
control the depredations of this species of predator it adopted a 
different program. Instead of reporting a bill providing for the pay- 
ment of bounties and thereby encourage commercial fishing of the 
species to decrease depletion of food fish which the dogfish eats, the 
House committee adopted the course of authorizing a research pro- 
gram to establish if possible new commercial uses of the dogfish 
shark to increase the economic feasibility and market demand for the 
product, in order to raise the utility and value of this species. This 
latter plan was accepted by the Senate and is now law. 

The House committee had in mind, may I say, that this approach 
to the problem would meet more nearly the current views of the 
Department of the Interior and therefore might be the only type of 
legislation which would be signed into law. 

I favored the research program but obviously it provided no imme- 
diate solution. I felt we should also pass a stopgap remedy such 
as is contained in S. 1264, to reduce the menace of the dogfish shark 
and thereby reduce its depredations and economic loss until such 
time as research came up with a final answer to the control of this 
fish which consumes five times its weight in food fish per year with 
a value of 10 times the cost of the proposed bounty. 

The Cuarrman. I think we all took that view. We did not oppose 
this research which the Department made, and it looks as though 
they have prepared a very fine report. 

Mr. Petty. I have read the report and I think it is a fine report. 

The CHartrMAN. But in the meantime, we can see no reason why 
this other program should not be proceeding simultaneously with the 
research program because the two would correlate one another. 

Mr. Petty. That is right. 

One objection raised to the bounty bill last year was that it limited 
aid to Pacific coast fisheries. I have a bill which I recently introduced 
in the House to meet this objection. After all, the dogfish shark is 
also found in other coastal areas of the United States, including New 
England. I favor a bill providing that the Secretary of the Interior 
would be authorized to establish coastal areas for rehabilitation of 
salmon and other fisheries, but I would eliminate reference to the 
Pacific coast. This committee might find it advisable to amend S. 
1264 so as to eliminate reference in the original act to the Pacific 
coast. Then the Secretary of the Interior could use his discretion. 
Sectional favoritism sometimes raises antagonism. 

As to the merits of the payment of bounties on dogfish shark, I want 
to point out that much factual information is now more desirable, and 
the facts show this, for the Government to assist in the control of this 
predator. Japan and other foreign nations, I understand, have shown 
indications of being potential markets for the dogfish shark. A little 
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subsidy now might well be the means of opening up a commercial out- 
let which would resolve the problem. The bounty could be an induce- 
ment for private enterprise to develop customers for dogfish shark 
byproducts. 

Now, more than ever, I see the merit of companion legislation to the 
continuing study and investigation authorized last year. Research 
in the future can include the effects and results of the bounty system. 

My bill H.R. 7323, sets incentive payments to domestic producers 
with respect to shark carcasses of not in excess of $10 a ton, or of 
10 cents a pound for livers. I recall estimates that at these rates the 
annual cost of the bounty might run up to possibly $250,000 a year. 
That was the figure we had in the House committee. 

S. 1264 provides for a higher ceiling of incentive payments, namely 
$15 per ton for carcasses and 15 cents a pound for livers. This higher 
amount may be preferable. In either case the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior would have discretion to establish the rate based on conditions 
and I believe the cost under either bill would probably be about the 
same. 

One difference in the two bills is that S. 1264 provides payment to 
the domestic fishermen while my House bill is to domestic producers. 
I do not know which is preferable. The opinion of the Department 
might be sought on this point; in other words, whether payment 
should go to the fishermen and have a lot of checks, or whether it 
should go to a producer, meaning possibly the production plant. 

The CHarrMan. Who would, in turn, reimburse the fishermen. 

Mr. Petiy. He would pay the money out. 

The Cuarrman. And then he would be reimbursed by the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Petiy. All I wanted to bring out is that it is advisable to 
simplify everything as much as possible, as far as administration of 
the act would go. 

I hope the committee will approve S. 1264. Together with the 
present research program, the incentive system to reduce the dogfish 
shark, I am confident will provide both short- and long-term answers 
to the problem. 

On public lands, the Federal Government practices pest control. 
The farmer has the benefit of not having weed seeds blown on to his 
property, from the public domain, for example. So even more so in 
the public waters, it seems to me, there is a responsibility of the 
Federal Government to remove these pests. 

I strongly favor this legislation and thank the committee for allow- 
ing me to appear here today. 

The CuatrMan. That last statement, we were discussing that before 
you came in. There is plenty of precedent for this, but the Depart- 
ment suggests there has been no precedent in the water. 

The chairman remarked he couldn’t see much difference in a pred- 
ator or pest, whether on land or in water or both. For instance, the 
Appropriations Committee the other day was going to appropriate 
some money for mice control out in peafields, because they are over- 
running the fields. That seems to be the same thing here; the dogfish 
are destroying the fish, or the crop to be raised. 

Mr. Petty. I think even more so in this case, Senator, because 
there you are actually going on private property and doing a job in 
the public interest. Here you have nothing but public domain, and 
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it is just not a question of putting it in one place and, as it is with 
weed control, taking out thistles or something like that that will blow 
into private property. Here you have the entire responsibility. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Milo, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF MILO MOORE, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
FISHERIES, STATE OF WASHINGTON, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, not to take too much time, I will 
place my statement in the record and summarize my views about 


this bill. 

My name is Milo Moore, director of fisheries, State of Washing- 
ton. I represent at this hearing the industry of our State, and [| 
have met with the industry of Oregon and have been authorized to 


represent Oregon here. 
(The statement follows:) 


During the past few months many sport and commercial fisherman have asked, 
How are we coming with the dogfish shark predator control bill? 

Everyone interested in fisheries appears cognizant of the problem of infesta- 
tion of these sharks in waters that normally provide recreational fishing for hun- 
dreds of thousands of fishermen and food for distribution to all parts of the 
country. There appears little doubt these predator species prey upon the fish 
that provide wealth for the fishing industry. 

After exhaustive study, it now appears there is agreement between the US. 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, the related State agencies, the industry and 
sportsmen, that the menace of dogfish shark constitutes a hazard to the fish- 
eries resource. The question now appears to be, How can a program of dogfish 
control (on a practical basis) be carried out? 

All fishermen of long experience in the industry and State management agen- 
cies, have expressed the opinion incentive payments paid on the basis of their 
catch, in addition to the low market returns, would be the most equitable way 
to execute a program of dogfish control. 

It is also recommended by these interests that controls be applied to compet- 
itive imports of meal and oils to stabilize the domestic market for absorption of 
byproducts of dogfish shark. 

The U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries appears to have taken a stand in 
opposition to the payments of incentive or bounty payments for such purpose. 

he Service claims that unfavorable experience in other fields of predator control 
prompts their concern in this matter. 

In addition, the Bureau’s estimate of cost of an effective program of control is 
in variance with estimates submitted by the industry and State agencies. 

There is also 9 question as to the matter of responsibility the State agencies 
and the Federal Government have in the securement of the affected resource, 

Taking these problems of administration and responsibility under consider- 
ation, it appears first, the fishermen having knowledge of operations at sea and 
in the industry have the best understanding of the human interests and technical 
means that involve practical phases of a program of this kind. 

It appears the hazard of predator dogfish shark involves the common interest 
of Canada and United States in territorial and international waters; that mal- 
adjustments of international trade and commerce involving domestic marketing 
have to a large degree precluded domestic harvest and control of this predator 
species of concern; that tne States alone without the assistance and guidance of 
national programing would not be successful in a program of this nature; that 
the Federal Government does control and collect revenue from competitive im- 
ports which are contributing to the problem. It is considered therefore a Federal 
responsibility to provide the initiative and support necessary to secure these 
interests. 

With respect to the scope of the program necessary to a positive plan of con- 
trol, it is doubtful that complete understanding of the problem can be made until 
a reasonable effort has been made to attempt the following: 

1. Incentive payments to fishermen on a catch basis as delivered to accredited 
processors. 
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2. The effectiveness of chartered vessels for control and eradication of dogfish 
sharks. 

3. Cooperation with Canada and the States for unified programing in imple- 
menting a program of control. 

4. The progress made after 1 year in finding new markets and use of dogfish 
shark and products derived therefrom. 

5. The progress made in effecting a balanced condition in the domestic market: 
in relation to competitive imports to provide utilization of dogfish shark. 

In estimating the financial costs to attempt a program of dogfish shark control 
on the Pacific coast, it is reeommended that the results of the first year’s effort be 
the basis upon which a continuing 4-year program be carried out. 

The experience of past operations in this fishery, the knowledge and ability of 
the industry, indicates success of such undertaking providing proper coordina- 
tion of the various interests is carried out. The degree of Federal, industry, and 
State support can be determined after 1 year’s progress in an overall program to 
accomplish this purpose. 

It is suggested funds be provided to accomplish the following during the first 
year’s operation of the program: 

1, That $250,000 be provided for incentive payments to fishermen or by charter 
of vessels for the harvest of dogfish shark. 

2. That $75,000 be provided to carry out a program of finding new markets 
and uses for dogfish shark and products derived therefrom. 

3. That $20,000 be provided to investigate and review the problem in coopera- 
tion with the States and Canada for coordination of effort in a program of control. 

4. That as a result of the first year’s effort or control of predator dogfish shark, 
a report be submitted to Congress containing a detailed account of a program for 
eliminating this menace to the fisheries resources of the Pacific coast. 

It is estimated that a 4-year program to accomplish the purpose of this act 
will not exceed $345,000 per year, or a total of $1,380,000. 


Imports of fish and marine animal oils and meal affecting marketing of domestic 
products 


[Figures from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service] 





Oils Value Per gallon Meal Value Per ton 

(gallons) (tons) 
NN iets Sabet ie dossier eosin 7, 946, 000 | $9, 598, 000 $1. 207 81,000 | $9,717,000 $119. 96 
En ivawiiunashaGnidieks sawitas 9, 250,000 | 9, 276, 000 1. 002 90,000 | 11, 518, 000 127. 97 
dace niandinmemaeiemenaue 10, 950, 000 | 11,379, 000 1.03 98,000 | 12, 956, 000 132. 20 
RG iieccsdccancnatatucand 6, 748,000 | 8, 532,000 1. 264 146, 000 | 18, 082, 000 123. 84 
- EEE SA eee 9, 312,000 | 9,199, 000 - 987 132, 000 | 15, 183, 000 115. 02 
1958 1 





1 Not published yet. 


Mr. Moors. We favor enactment of this bill as drafted, along 
with the research program, and feel such moneys be put into the bill 
to carry on research for eradication, new methods and approved 
methods of eradication, and to develop markets for the dogfish sharks. 

During the past year, Senator, we had many meetings with industry 
and with the Fish and Wildlife Service; we have studied this problem, 
had our researchers working on it, and to summarize how serious a 
menace it is and how it might be cared for, I might say that the 
industry, and our department of fisheries, has some differences in 
their views with the Fish and Wildlife Service on the plan that might 
be worked out to control dogfish sharks. 

We think it is not an unknown matter that we can’t solve. History 
tells us we knocked the dogfish sharks down when the price was right, 
years ago, and at one time they were worried about completely 
running out of them. 

ince economic conditions have grown worse, industry hasn’t been 
able to work on them. Imports of fish oils and animal oils on the 
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omnanting market has dropped the price so low, our fishermen can’t 
sh. 

The Cuarrman. Now, on page 3—I think the people out there have 
a, deep interest in this matter—you make certain recommendations 
which I think the Department of the Interior agrees with, because it 
follows what they suggest. 

You say: No. 1, in order to tackle this problem, we should have the 
incentive payments to the fishermen on a catch basis, as delivered to 
accredited processors. 

As I understood it, there is no objection on the part of the people 
interested in this matter as to how it is paid—whether it is paid to the 
fishermen or processors or whichever is the simplest method of admin- 
istration. Is that correct? 

Mr. Moors. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. No. 2, the effectiveness of chartered vessels for 
control and eradication of dogfish sharks, which would follow up the 
program suggested by Interior? 

Mr. Moors. Let them try both. 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

But the two of them could work together without any conflict. In 
other words, you want to find out some of the things that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service are suggesting. 

No. 3, we have added—which there was some objection to in the 
bill last year—we have added cooperation with Canada and the States 
for unifying the program. The only way you can get unification, I 
have discovered, in matters such as this, involving Federal waters, 
or the high seas, and some State waters, is to have the Federal Govern- 
ment participate in that unification. It seems to me more sensible 
that way. 

And No. 4, to do exactly what the Department of Interior has 
apparently done in the past year, make a progress report, when we 
go ahead with both systems, so that we know what we are going to do 
the following year. 

Mr. Moore. See which one was the best. 

The CuarrMAN. Yes; and then, of course, a constant watch by 
everybody on the question of the marketing, whether it be worldwide 
or domestic. 

Then you suggest—which I think the Department would agree with 
too—in estimating the financial costs, you say to attempt a program 
of dogfish shark control on the Pacific coast, recommend that the 
results of the first year’s effort be a basis upon which a continuing 
4-year program will be carried out. 

Let me ask you this: Congressman Pelly suggested we leave out 
the words ‘“‘Pacific coast”; is there objection to that? 

Mr. Moors. No; I think it should remain in the bill. We did not 
know the problem on the Atlantic coast at the time this bill was 
introduced. 

The CuarrmMan. You will recall that last year the people in New 
England came in—and the Department is cognizant of this, too—and 
said if you are going to control dogfish, we have some starfish that 
are giving us trouble. So we have a bill to eradicate starfish and only 
yesterday I discussed with Senator Bush of Connecticut, who was the 
sponsor of the bill, the possibility of testifying here today. They are 
getting a report ready, based on some things you have found out on 
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starfish, and, if it is agreeable with the sponsors of that bill, those 
interested in the starfish, if we pass this out of the Senate we would 
accept an amendment which would include starfish for the New 
England coast. 

But I think Congressman Pelly’s suggestion that we leave it open 
would include predators of all types. But the Department probably 
being more cognizant of the dogfish would start on that. That is 
agreeable with the New England people. 

Now, you suggest, on page 3, that $250,000 for incentive payments 
to fishermen would accomplish the first year’s payment. 

Mr. Moors. Or by charter, a combination. 

The CHarrMAN. Yes; or by charter. The Department suggests the 
cost may be higher. What do you say to that? 

Mr. Moore. One reason our figure is higher, I believe, is because 
we have been encouraged on the possibility of developing a market 
to aid in this program. Now last year when we presented a bill, I 
was skeptical we could not sell these dogfish under the conditions of 
the present market. But I talked to the Minister of Fisheries and 
Forestry and Agriculture in Japan last November, and there is a 
possibility of selling them 10 million pounds for food in Japan, and 
the in Japan is equivalent at our exchange rate of 12 cents a 

ound. 
Ff I have also talked to Dr. Meseck, one of the top men in fisheries in 
Germany, and he told us the same story as Senator Bartlett has indi- 
cated from the letter of Mr. Pinkerton, that Germany will take or is 
buying a large quantity of dogfish sharks for food. 

And Meseck indicated that they could buy a quantity of dogfish 
sharks, prepared in suitable ways, if the freight rates or hauling 
charges or handling charges were not too excessive. 

From the looks of the possibilities of finding new markets, if it is 
pushed on the Government level, I think that will help out in this 
control program. 

The CHatrRMAN. The Department, in their letter, states that we 
had a thriving business in 1949, particularly in the State of Washing- 
ton, but in that year the demand for liver-derived vitamin A declined 
sharply, primarily because of the development of methods for syn- 
thetic production and to some extent because of the increased im- 
portation of shark liver oils from Japan. Now you say there is a 
market over there. But they are exporting to us. 

Mr. Moore. At the present time we do not ship one fish to Japan 
and I talked to the Minister about it and there is a possibility that 
they could absorb 10 million pounds in the domestic market in Japan 
without even causing trouble to their own trade. 

The Cuarrman. If the need is so great in Japan, why are they ex- 
porting it? 

Mr. Moors. The oil and meal. From other species; mainly, other 
species. 

The CHarrMANn. Do you think there is a possibility, from your 
experience in Japan, of, substantial export business by the United 
States of the carcasses for use for fertilizer and things of that kind? 

Mr. Moors. Not for fertilizer, but for food. They make fishcakes 
out of dogfish and other sharks. 

The Coarrman. How does it taste? 

Mr. Moors. I never tasted it. 
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The CuarrMan. I thought you tasted every kind of fish there was? 

Mr. Moors. That is one I didn’t. 

The CHarRMAN. We will have to have a dogfish cake feed sometime, 

Mr. Moors. I would say this, Senator. The dogfish sharks they 
are putting in those cakes over there, the big sharks, blue sharks and 
hammerheads and others, come in from the South Pacific, a long ways, 
and they are not in very good shape. Fish we might sell them, I am 
sure, would be in good shape, and I would taste them. 

The CuHarrMAN. They would taste better, because we have better 
methods of preservation than they have. 

Mr. Moors. We are more careful on what we feed our people, and 
have higher health standards. 

The Cuatrman. The Department poses some questions on page 2 
of their letter which maybe you can answer. We will leave the 
record open; you might want to answer them more in detail than you 
would here. 

No. 1, they pose the question: “Before any control program can 
give promise of success’”—lI imagine they mean incentive or otherwise 
or both—‘‘what level of fishing intensity is required to reduce sub- 
stantially the stocks of dogfish in the fishing grounds?” 

What do you say to that question? 

Mr. Moore. There is no way to determine how effective a fishery 
is until you try it out. Sample drags, sample catching of dogfish 
sharks will not be conclusive of any research program. You just 
have to go out and fish them and go after them with every effort 
possible, and then that will determine how they reduce their numbers, 

The CaarrMan. Then they pose this question, which I suppose 
goes back to the old story of ‘‘Don’t tamper with the cycle of nature.” 
They say: “What effect will the removal of dogfish sharks have on 
other fish, both commercial and noncommercial?” 

Mr. Moors. We are finding out, without environmental control, 
which includes dogfish sharks and other predatory fish, if we don’t 
look into that problem, we will lose our fish food resources. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, it is your considered opinion and 
the opinion of the people who have been interested so long in this, that 
this would not have a disastrous effect on fish cycles, the removal of 
dogfish? 

Mr. Moors. No. We find in our hatcheries we are liberating a 
hundred million young fish per year, salmon, to go out to sea. In 
many cases we are feeding the scrap fish with these young fish we paid 
a lot of money to rear. We have been shooting birds and eradicating 
scrap fish by poisons, and our game department—Senator, you heard 
testimony where they have increased 10 and 20 times the survival 
by predatory control through poisons in fresh water areas. The same 
is true in salt water and the coastal areas. 

The CuarrMan. And you believe that dogfish would not in any way 
have any disastrous effect upon noncommercial or commercial fish? 

Mr. Moors. It is the same as a farmer. He has eradicated the 
pests, predators, and changed the natural environment of his soil and 
land to create the crop he wants and likes to grow. 

The CuarrMan. Now the words “commercial” and ‘“noncommer- 
cial”’ bring to my mind this question, that the elimination of dogfish 
is not only for the commercial reasons we have been discussing, but 
the sportsmen are quite vitally interested in this matter, are they not? 
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Mr. Moore. We have 300,000 sportsmen in our State interested 
in fishing salmon and every one of them gets mad 

The CHarrMan. Every one of them cusses the dogfish? 

Mr. Moors. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Including a lot of people in this room. 

so Moors. You get 20 dogfish for every salmon on your line 
today. 

The CuHarrman. No. 3, they say: “Is control of dogfish feasible in 
a given area?” By that I suppose you mean in a certain section of 
the waters? 

Mr. AnpErsoN. That is right. 

The CuHartrMAN. Do they congregate or run all over? 

Mr. Moors. There is some indication that dogfish sharks stay in 
the sound and off the coast, but we believe that you go after them 
wherever they are and knock their numbers down, because they are 
feeding on food fish and other desirable fish wherever they are. 

The Cuarrman. No. 4: “Can commercial uses for dogfish be found 
to stimulate fishing?” I think that question answers itself. As 
long as they are paying so much per pound or per ton for carcasses and 
so much for livers, it would stimulate fishing if the cost was somewhat 
in line with what it cost to fish them, would it not? 

Mr. Moore. I think it will. I think the market price is so low 
now, a little stimulation, as far as incentive payments or charter 
boats, to give the fishermen something to haul them in, in addition 
to the recovery they now get, would do it. 

The CuarrmMan. And they might find better methods of getting 
them, to make the cost of getting the dogfish—it might become more 
efficient, in other words. 

Mr. Moore. Our fishermen are very efficient when they go out 
after dogfish. They have these trawlers where you can get 30,000 
pounds on a 1-hour drag and we have gill nets that can catch them, 
and, if they go after them, they are very efficient in capturing them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Question No. 5: ‘‘What is the present abundance 
of dogfish in the fishing grounds?” 

Mr. Moore. We have made some indications of it in our report, 
and you also have in your fish and wildlife report, Mr. Anderson. 

The Cuarrman. I think the fact the Department says there is a 
serious problem surely indicates there is a lot of dogfish and an abund- 
ance is obvious. 

Now would you say that the number of dogfish has been increasing 
rather than decreasing? 

Mr. Moore. It certainly is increasing, because there is no fishing 
for them; they are protected or left alone. While we are fishing the 
other species down, these predatory fish are multiplying without any 
effort to harvest them, so they are increasing. 

The Cuarrman. I think as far as Puget Siva is concerned, that 
answer is obvious. They are increasing, coming in in greater numbers 
apparently. 

Mr. AnprerRson. The report indicates that. 

The Cuarrman. Which means the problem will become greater 
unless we do something about it. 

Now No. 6 is the question of the incentive payment policy. 

Mr. Moors. I would like to say Canada had a program this year, 
but it didn’t get started until 3 months before their money ran out, 
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so they made a rush move to get boats by charter and by paying 10- 
cent-a-pound subsidy for the livers, and Joe Whitmore, the head of 
the fisheries in western Canada informed me last month that the 10- 
cent-a-pound bounty or subsidy brought in twice as much dogfish as 
the charter boats. But there was some complication when they 
started in late in the season; the season wasn’t right, and they gat 
poor start. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, where you do have some kind of 
incentive payment, they bring in twice as many, generally speaking? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. In all fisheries where fishermen are paid for what 
they bring in, there is a greater interest and the cost is down. 

The Cuarrman. Now the department suggests: ‘“‘Are other control 
measures feasible?” And they discuss the possibility of a dogfish 
repellent chemical which might be used on fishing gear to reduce 
damage to the gear, or that a selective poison might be developed to 
reduce the dogfish abundance. Have you anything to say on that? 

Mr. Moors. I think it would be a long study. We might destro 
other fish at the same time, and it is a pretty big ocean. These fish 
range from central Oregon, northern California, to central Alaska, and 
along our coast and inshore waters. 

The CuarrmMan. But you see no reason why you couldn’t go ahead 
with the program suggested by the bill and also go ahead with this 
program, to see if those measures might be feasible? They don’t 
conflict at all. 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. The department suggests that the synthetic prod- 
ucts for vitamin A might finally create a condition where there would 
be no use for the dogfish shark livers. Of course that is something 
none of us might know. We might find some doctor that would say 
the synthetic isn’t as good—or some scientist. 

Mr. Moors. I ae like to say, Senator, we are pretty well in- 
formed. Our industry out West, and our department of fisheries has 
studied this for many years. We have summarized the knowledge 
we have about dogfish sharks and our industry, as well as our depart- 
ment, feel that if we don’t have a program of control, we would just 
as soon they wouldn’t attempt any program of research. We have 
had too much research without any conclusions now. If we have to 
shift some of our funds in the State of Washington to help find new 
markets, to put some effort along this line, I think we can do that. 
But we will not be successful without cooperation from Canada on 
a broad scale. We believe the Federal Government is responsible, to 
a large degree, for this problem, because of the manipulations through 
world trade and the use of our markets for imports; that the balance 
has been thrown off, where our industry has been put out of business. 
And if we just have a program of study, we might just leave it on the 
table and see what happens. 

The Cuarrman. Well, if we study it for the next 5 years, the dog- 
= —* going to pay much attention to that study; they will st 
multiply. 

Mr. Moore. We have been studying sea lions for 50 years and we 
haven’t found out any more and we studied lamprey eels in the Great 
Lakes for 50 years before we got anything, and the reports from the 
fish commission are well documented on that score. 
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The CuarrmMan. Yes. Congress finally acted on the lamprey eel. 
I think that program is moving along successfully too. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is doing very well. 

Mr. Moore. I might say one of the fishermen in Aberdeen last 
Friday said they were putting down their nets and were catching 
more dogfish than shrimp in the beds 20 miles off the coast near 
Westport. They say, Bendix and some of his fishermen, that this is 
what we are trying to save in the Westport area, and we are fighting 
the dogfish to get our nets down. It is a new industry. But it is 
infested with hundreds of tons of dogfish now. 

The CuarrMaNn. Let me ask the Department this: If we pass this 
bill and authorize the money, despite the Department’s not complete 
objection to the bill, but following their report, the Department would 
wholeheartedly, would they not, go after this matter? 

Mr. ANpDERSON. Certainly the Department would carry out the 
intent of the Congress; there isn’t any question about that. 

The Cuarrman. I think you could, in some cases, question the 
propriety of the extension of Federal responsibility. But it seems to 
me in this particular case the responsibility is pretty well nailed down, 
in that it is usually Federal waters, it is a Federal matter, it is an 
international matter in some respects, and it involves of course the 
indirect question of trade, exports and imports, and surely there is 
plenty of precedent for it because if something was happening in a 
National Park on Federal land, we would go ahead and do something 
about it, in the way of pests, and we even do it on private lands for 
agriculture, and I don’t know why the farmers of the sea should not 
get the same consideration. 

Mr. Moore. I would like to make one more statement for the 
record, Senator. 

In an attempt to have other countries recognize our historic right 
for fisheries in the coastal areas of the United States, if we do some- 
thing to preserve those fisheries through predator control, balance of 
the fishing, to improve it, then we have some foundation for historic 
rights. We are going to be in Geneva next year and this is just one 
more effort to put ourselves in a position to protect the resources we 
have been utilizing for many years, on a historic right basis. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you. We will leave the record open for 
any further statements. 

At this point, I would like to insert into the record the Pacific Coast 
Dogfish Shark Committee Review Report and Recommendations. 
This material was submitted for the record of the hearings held 
in Seattle, Wash., April 3, 1959 on S. 502. It was submitted by Mr. 
John H. Wedin, Manager of the Fishermen’s Marketing Association, 
Inc., and Northwest Trawlers Association, Inc. The report is very 
pertinent and I think it should be included in this hearing rather than 
the hearings on S. 502 held in Seattle. 

(The report follows:) 
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Paciric Coast DocrisH SHARK COMMITTEE REVIEW REPORT AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


Committee Members: Industry, John H. Wedin; Washington State Department 
of Fisheries, Milo E. Moore 


THe MENACE OF THE DoGrisH SHARK ON THE Paciric Coast 


INTRODUCTION 


One of the most pressing problems of the Pacific coast fisheries today is the 
growing menace of dogfish shark upon our valuable fisheries. 

For reasons not fully known to man, dogfish shark have in the past few years 
increased their numbers in bays and inlets and in the coastal waters of the Pacific 
coast from Oregon to southeastern Alaska to the extent that important stocks of 
food fish are seriously impaired. Several hundred thousand tons of these predators 
sharks now consume other fishes equal to many times their own weight each year, 
Little or no utilization of dogfish shark the past few years and a continued harvest 
of food fish by man has resulted in drastic shifts in our commercial fisheries in both 
the inshore and offshore waters. This has upset the balance of these fisheries to 
the extent the hardy, unfished sharks may in time completely destroy our food 
fisheries as a profitable industry. 

Reduction of prices paid for dogfish liver oil followed unrestricted imports of 
these products at low cost and the development of synthetic vitamin A. United 
States fishermen thus were forced to discontinue fishing and marketing the 
predator dogfish shark. A reasonable and stabilized domestic market would go 
far in providing a means of correcting this dogfish predator problem. 

On September 2, 1958, the 85th Congress of the United States passed Public 
Law 85-887 (S. 2719) ‘“‘authorizing and directing the Secretary of the Interior to 
investigate and eradicate the predatory dogfish sharks to control the depredations 
of this species on the fisheries of the Pacific coast, and for other purposes.” 

The text of this act follows: 

‘‘Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and directed to prosecute, for a period of not to exceed four years from 
the date of approval of this Act, investigations of the abundance and distribution 
of dogfish sharks, experiments to develop control measures, and a vigorous program 
for the elimination and eradication or development of economic uses of dogfish 
shark populations. 

Sec. 2. In carrying out the foregoing purposes and objectives the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the official conservation agencies of 
the States bordering on the Pacific coast, or private agencies, organizations, or 
individuals having jurisdiction over or an interest in the fisheries of the Pacific 
coast. 

Sec. 3. There is authorized to be appropriated from time to time, out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary 
_ to exceed $95,000 per annum to carry out the purposes and objectives of this 

ct. 

In order that an effective program might be planned, this two-man committee 
was formed to study and review the dogfish problem. 

The following committee report encompasses two general categories. 

1. A review of available information with supporting data concerning effects 
of the dogfish populations on the commercial fisheries, abundance and distribution 
of Pacific coast dogfish, and past experience in utilizing and controlling this 
species. 

2. Recommendations for carrying out a dogfish research and control program. 

Background information for this report has been obtained from the files of the 
Washington State Department of Fisheries, the U.S. Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries, and industry records. 

An addendum to this report that should be considered by the reader for greater 
detail together with its comprehensive bibliography is the report, ‘‘Review of the 
Dogfish (Squalus acanthias), Its Utilization and Its Fishery,” by Dayton L. 
Alverson, U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, Seattle, Wash., November 1958. 
Portions of the material in Alverson’s report has been abstracted for inclusion in 
this committee report. 

Considerable staff work also has gone into the compilation of this report and 
represents the basic findings and recommendations of the committee for an 
approach to the solution of the Pacific coast dogfish problem. 
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BIOLOGY AND LIFE HISTORY OF THE DOGFISH 


Dogfish sharks belong to a group known as elasmobranch fishes and are dis- 
tinguished by a cartilaginous endoskeleton, in contrast to most common fish 
which have a bony skeleton. The dogfish (Squalus acanthias), which is distrib- 
uted throughout the world in temperate regions, ranges from Baja California to 
Alaska in the eastern Pacific and is recorded along the Asiatic coast of northern 
China and Japan. 

The dogfish has relatively advanced reproduction organs which require internal 
fertilization and they give birth to their young. The gestation period is approxi- 
mately 20 months. Mature females carry between 2 and 20 (average 8) pups in 
the uterus and give birth every second year during late fall and early winter, 
generally in November and December. Growth is relatively slow (from 14 to 1% 
inches per year) and longevity of the species may exceed 30 years. Maximum 
length is about 5 feet. Maturity occurs in about the 10th year of life when males 
are 30 inches in length and females 36 inches. 

The feeding habits of dogfish have been studied by various members of fisheries 
organizations in both Washington and Canada to ascertain the role dogfish play 
as predators to other food fish and as competitors for food of these fish, which 
include salmon. Since dogfish are known to be “opportunists’”’ their feeding 
habits vary in time and place, and a great variety of marine life has been found in 
their stomachs. Dogfish are voracious predators, with fish constituting two- 
thirds of their diet, and species considered as food fish accounting for nearly half 
(by volume) of the identified items. Stomach analyses have identified ratfish, 
herring, flatfish, squid, octopus, crab, shrimp, and kril (small shrimplike creatures) 
as the dominant species utilized, and at times salmon. The dogfish sharks will 
consume many times their own weight in 1 year, and the value of fish consumed 
by these predators might easily exceed $20 per ton. Thus dogfish may reduce 
the potential annual harvest of fishes by millions of dollars each year. 

The competition of dogfish for food of other species is a major concern, as food 
fishes have been observed to leave the historic fishing grounds as large concentra- 
tions of dogfish have infiltrated the area. If dogfish are left unmolested to grow 
and multiply through predation and competition, our valuable food fish popula- 
tions will suffer greatly. 

It is plain, when one is familiar with the life history of the dogfish, that nature 
has provided a creature of slow growth and low natural mortality. It has few 
enemies and a long life span, hence its control through natural means is relatively 
low. 

THE RISE AND FALL OF THE DOGFISH FISHERY 


A fishery for dogfish followed the arrival of the earlhest settlers on the Pacific 
coast. Oil extracted from their livers was used for lubricating and lighting pur- 
poses and for greasing skidways on logging roads. Production of dogfish oil 
continued until the early 1900’s, when electricity and petroleum products displaced 
fish oils. The commercial fishery for dogfish almost ceased during the ensuing 
years until 1916-18, when quantities of dogfish were caught for the fresh fish 
market. A program to encourage the use of dogfish for human food was approved 
on June 21, 1916, when the U.S. Congress appropriated $25,000 for this purpose. 
This product, both fresh and canned, appeared under such names as “whitefish,” 
“rock salmon,”’ and “gray fish.’’ However, the dogfish market disappeared soon 
after World War I, giving way to exploitation of more desirable species. 

The discovery of vitamin A in the soupfin shark livers brought about a new 
era in the dogfish fishery in 1937. The livers of both the dogfish and soupfin 
shark became highly prized for their high-potency oil, although dogfish liver was 
found to contain oil with a much lower vitamin potency than that of the soupfin. 
By 1941 the accelerated demand for vitamin A had stimulated an intenisve shark 
fishery all along the Pacific coast. Since other possible sources of vitamin oils 
were cut off during World War II, vitamin oils from these two species of sharks 
were the major sources of vitamin A for the United States and Canada. The oil 
was extracted and processed for pharmaceutical houses, food processors, and stock 
and poultry feed companies. During 1944, the peak year of the fishery, over 
13,500,000 pounds of dogfish livers, worth approximately $6 million to the fisher- 
men, were landed along the Pacific coast (see table 2). 

The fishery continued to flourish until 1949, when the demand for liver-derived 
vitamin A declined sharply, primarily because of the development of methods for 
its synthethic production and the increased importation of shark liver oils from 
Japan. Extraction of oil from dogfish livers terminated in 1955 in the United 
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States due to the price differential between natural fish oils and those of synthetic 
and imported oils, which were considerably less. Because virtually no fishery or 
market has existed since 1950, the dogfish populations have remained unmolested 
through the ensuing years and have increased tremendously in abundance. Asa 
result, this predatory shark has overrun many traditional bottom fish and salmon 
fishing grounds such as the historic Swiftsure and Forty Mile Banks. The con- 
centrations afe so great that they are destructive and a nuisance to all segments 
of the salmon fisheries and bottom fish industries of the Northwest. They are 
prevalent all along the Pacific coastal waters within and outside the 3-mile limit, 
with the bulk of concentration lying off the coast of Washington and along the 
west coast of Vancouver Island into Hecate Strait (see fig. 2). 

During the early phase of the fishery, setline gear was responsible for a large 
portion of the catch; however, otter trawling and diver gill nets soon became 
the dominant fishing gear. The ocean fisheries, following 1941, became the 
dominant source of dogfish caught by Washington fishermen, producing between 
64 and 79 percent of the total State’s landings. Otter trawl catches comprises 
63 to 89 percent of the catches from the offshore grounds. 

Major fishing grounds exploited by Washington fishermen included such 
inside areas as Puget Sound and the Gulf of Georgia, while the ocean areas were 
Destruction Island to Cape Flattery, Swiftsure and Forty Mile Banks, and 
Hecate Strait. Canadian fishermen also fished lower Vancouver Island, the 
inside waters east of Vancouver Island, and Hecate Strait. Through this period 
fishermen eviscerated most of the sharks at sea (except in California) and landed 
only the livers. 

Although the annual landings increased until 1944 and then remained constant 
until 1946, there was a definite decline each consecutive year through 1949 in all 
waters of both Washington and British Columbia. The steady decline in avail- 
ability and abundance of dogfish throughout the 9 years of intensive fishing 
was very apparent. This was substantiated by the increased time and effort 
spent on the fishing grounds to maintain a substantial catch. The rather sharp 
decline in the annual yield of dogfish in spite of an increase in price paid for livers, 
and the expanding geographic areas in the fishery, reveal that the relative avail- 
ability of the species had been much reduced. 

Interviews and testimonies of commercial fishermen have also corroborated 
the fact that the larger mature dogfish were readily caught in all waters during 
the early years of the fishery and became conspicuously absent in the latter 
years when only the immature pups were still prevalent. It was also obvious 
in the latter years following that the reduced predation and competition for 
food and living space brought about increased abundance in salmon, ling cod, 
and halibut, as weil as increased forage species such as herring. 
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DAMAGE AND LOSSES TO FISHERMEN 


Increasing numbers of dogfish in the offshore waters and within Puget Sound 
have resulted in industry demands for assistance in eliminating these pests. 
Destruction of gear, excess wear on fishing nets, loss of fishing time, loss of fishing 
areas, and reduction in food supply and shellfish stocks through predation are 
damages attributable to dogfish. 

Gear loss sustained by fishermen is most common in the net fisheries, e.g., 
trawl, seine, and gill net. The loss of gear or nets usually results when a fisher- 
man is unfortunate enough to set nets in areas heavily infested by dogfish. 
Dogfish have a relatively high specific gravity, and, in fishermen’s language, are 
“heavy fish.’’ When extremely large catches are made their weight alone may 
be adequate to break portions of or to cause the loss of the entire net. This is 
probably most common in the trawl fisheries, although it has been reported in the 
salmon seine and gill net fisheries. 

Line fisheries, including sport, tro'l, and longline also sustain gear losses. In 
these fisheries the trouble usually results from the shearing of leaders or gangion 
by the dovfish and the subsequent loss of fishing lines. They also twist or bend 
wire leacers to an extent they are unusable. 

An important economic loss to fishermen resulting from dogfish is reduction 
of net life. The rough, abrasive skin of the dogfish shark is an important facet 
of net wear, and continued removal of ‘“‘yilled’’ dogfish or ‘‘working’’ of dogfish in 
a net causes rapid abrasion of twines. 

Loss of fishing time occurs when it is necessary to remove gilled or fouled dog- 
fish from fishing nets. When catches of dogfish are large, fishermen may spend 
considerable time in clearing their nets and may lose from several hours’ to several 
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days’ fishing time. Salmon trollers lose fishing time and efficiency by necessity 
of removing dogfish from their hooks and replacing lost bait and gear. 

Loss of historic fishing areas which have become infested with dogfish is one of 
the important claims of fishermen. These claims seem to be unanimously ex- 
pressed by fishermen of both British Columbia and Washington. The claims are 
well substantiated in the trawl fisheries, as records of the Washington State De- 
partment of Fisheries and the Fisheries Research Board of Canada have shown 
reduced yields and fishing efforts on the dogfish-infested grounds off Southwest 
Vancouver Island. The Fisheries Research Board of Canada has stated that it 
has been “inereasingly difficult to follow abundance trends of ground” ground 
fish off southern Vancouver Island, as trawl fishermen have been forced from these 
areas.’’ This has also been noted in the Washington trawl fleet, where fishermen 
workinz Forty Mile and Swiftsure banks during the summer months report being 
plagued with dogfish and forced from these areas. 

Estimates of gear damage resulting from encounters with dozfish as compiled 
by industry and State and Federal fisheries personnel are given below: 

1. Salmon gill net fishery.—Best available estimates indicate that the 800 
Washington gill-net fishermen encounter large numbers of dogfish about once 
each year. Two such encounters completely ruin a $1,200 gill net, and each en- 
counter causes the loss of about 2 days of fishing. Using these figures, the annual 
loss in gill-net vear is about $480,000; computing boat time at $80 per day, the 
time loss is $128,000, or a total annual loss in the gill-net fishery of about $608,000 

er year. 

, 2. Purse seine fishery.—Purse seine fishermen generally avoid dogfish because, 
if the first boat setting ercounters shark, the others do not fish in the area. Gear 
damage is, however, sustained and there is a large amount of fishing time lost 
because the fleet is forced to seek other grounds. For the 375 vessels in the fleet 
about 5 man-days are lost per year per vessel in repairing gear damage. At a 
minimal figure of $20 per day, the 1,875 days required represent $37,500 in labor. 
In addition, it is estimated that 100 vessel-days of fishing time are lost at $300 per 
day for a vessel-time loss of $30,000. The total loss for the purse seine fleet from 
dozfish sharks is estimated at $67,500 per year. 

3. Salmon troll fishery—The troll salmon fishery in the ocean near Cape 
Flattery was disrupted by dogfish sharks during the 1958 season. Concentrations 
of dogfish in some areas drove the fishermen to search for new grounds, which 
resulted in a loss of 1 or 2 days of fishing, depending upon the distance necessary 
to cruise to locate other salmon concentrations. It has been estimated by a 
spokesman of the Fishermen’s Cooperative Association that the Cape Flattery 
eet, Which numbers 250 individually owned boats, lost a minimal average of 
100 hours of fishing time and may be reasonably estimated at $20 for an average 
vessel. These figures indicate a loss per boat of $2,000 in 1958 with a fleet total 
of $500,000 for the Cape Flattery fishery. 

Dogfish have also seriously interfered with the halibut fishing activities of these 
vessels. The troll fishermen feel the catch in 1958 was estimated to be about 
one-fourth that of an average season. 

4. Halibut line fishery.—The closest estimate places losses to halibut vessels 
which operate from Hecate Strait southward at approximately 7% percent of 
their total earnings. A halibut vessel makes a gross catch of about $80,000 
per year—7% percent of this figure is $6,000. Since about 75 vessels operated in 
atone areas the total damage suffered by the halibut fishery is estimated at 

,000. 

5. Trawl fishery.— Most trawl losses are attributed to the time lost in avoiding 
grounds infested with dogfish shark and not being able to fish desired species in 
their known habitats. For several months each year trawl fishermen are unable 
to fish major trawl banks (Forty Mile and Swiftsure) because of heavy dogfish 
infestation, and occasionally nets worth from $600 to $900 each are completely 
destroyed. A survey of vessel owners indicates an average annual loss due to 
dogfish shark of at least $5,000. A total of 125 trawl vessels was reported to 
have fished out of Washington during 1956. At least one-half of these fished 6 or 
more months of the year. Damages or losses are therefore estimated at a mini- 
mum of $250,000 a year. 

6. Sport fishery—About 200,000 sportsmen fish for salmon in the State of 
Washington, resulting in approximately 700,000 fisherman trips per year. Salmon 
spoons cost between $1 and $2.50, and salmon hook-and-leaders cost an average 
of 25 cents made up. Loss of gear on hooked dogfish is much greater than on 
salmon or other kinds of fish. Because of the position of the dogfish’s mouth and 
his razor-sharp teeth, in many instances the leader will be cut or frayed before the 
dogfish can be landed. Fishermen will deliberately cut the leader rather than 
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bring the dogfish into the boat and take a chance on being stuck by the spines or 
bitten. Dogfish are not encountered on all salmon fishing trips; however, it js 
not uncommon for a fisherman to lose several spoons, hooks, and leaders to dogfish 
on a single trip. Conservatively estimating that dogfish are hooked on half of the 
700,000 fisherman trips per year and that the fisherman lose an average of $] 
worth of gear on each of the trips, the total loss of sports gear to dogfish in the 
State of Washington would be $350,000 annually. 

These figures for losses by the various fisheries, as previously stated, are estij- 
mates and may in instances vary upward or downward as the fishery changes, 
There can, however, be no doubt that loss of fishing time and gear results in a 
substantial economic loss. It can be argued that such losses must also have 
existed prior to the intense fisheries of the 1940’s. Actually, this is only partially 
true as many of the fisheries now suffering damage from dogfish sharks were in 
their infancy at that time. No large-scale trawl fishery existed in ocean waters 
age World War II. The large sport fishery in Puget Sound and offshore waters 

s a postwar manifestation and gill-net fisheries outside of river areas have greatly 
se inded since 1945. 


INTERVIEWS WITH FISHERMEN AND INDUSTRY MEMBERS 


Interviews have been obtained during the past several weeks with fishermen 
from all segments of the fishery and with members of the fishing industry con- 
cerned with the critical dogfish problem in Washington waters. These inter. 
views pertained to the present dogfish abundances, damage to gear, and ideas as 
to methods of control of the dogfish populations. All information received 
followed the same general pattern and can be summarized as follows: 

1. Fishing for dogfish was greatly intensified in the early years of the fishery 
by the excellent price per pound for shark livers, especially ineaaah the war years, 
It was apparent to the fishermen that the dogfish populations were gradually de- 
clining as the fishery progressed, particularly in offshore waters. 

Concentrations of dogfish that are presently hampering fishing operations 
seem to be prevalent on the Swiftsure, 40-Mile bank, west coast of Vancouver 
Island, and the Cape Flattery areas. 

3. Unless a net is unrecoverable, damage to the fishing gear by dogfish alone 
is very difficult to estimate. A monetary value on fishing time lost due to dogfish 
is likewise difficult to establish; however, some fishermen venture a guess estimate 
ranging from $100 to $500 a month, depending on their encounters with dogfish, 

4. All fishermen contacted felt that the dogfish problem is becoming more and 
more serious and to enable them to fish these sharks economically some form of 
incentive payment, bounty, subsidy, or establishment of new markets is necessary. 

5. Industry is of the opinion that something must be done to stimulate either 
the natural liver oil market or the reduction fishmeal market at this time. 


DOMESTIC MARKET VERSUS IMPORTS 


Reasonable estimates of stocks of dogfish off British Columbia are approxi- 
imately 600 million pounds, and stocks off Oregon and Washington account for an 
additional 200 million pounds. From the past history of the fishery it appears 
that an exploitation rate of 10 percent per annum, or removal of 80 million pounds 
per vear from these joint stocks, would materially reduce these populations. 
Removal of such quantities would ‘require an intersive fishery such as previously 
existed. 

In order to stimulate such a fishery again it is evident that 0.02 cents per pound 
of round dogfish, or 20 cents per pound for livers, would be required by fishermen 
in order to make it profitable for them to harvest these sharks. The minimum 
cost of an effective incentive program for coastwise control would amount to $1 
million per year, in addition to the present low domestic price. An alternative 
to this approach would be to restriet the importation of low cost competitive fish 
oils and meals by increased duty rates which in effect would rejuvenate the do- 
mestic market and automatically increase the demand and price for dogfish. 

Competitive marketing is normally a healthy situation. However, duty-free 
imports can be extremely detrimental, particularly as in the case of fish oils 
where the synthetic market and imported natural oils can both be obtained at 
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prices much less than those of the domestic natural oils. Cod liver oil has been 
the dominant fish oil import in the United States since 1940. In spite of the 
intensive dogfish and soupfin shark fisheries off Washington and British Columbia, 
imported shark oils surpassed domestic production in 1948. The rapid increase 
in shark-oil imports between 1948 and 1953 demonstrates the ability of foreign 
competition to participate in domestic markets that might be developed for dog- 
fish landed by U.S. fishermen. 

The fish liver oi] industry in 1948 produced 125 trillion units of natural vitamin 
A for human consumption, stock and poultry feed, which netted the coastal 
fishermen $2,500,000. - Prior to this time Tefors the discovery of synthetic vitamin 
A 95 percent of the U.S. consumption of vitamin A was from the domestic fishery 
production of dogfish and shark livers and only 5 percent from imported fish liver 
oils. The United States now utilizes 160 trillion units of vitamin A annually, 
62 percent of which is synthetic, 25 percent from dry vitamin A sources, and 13 
percent from natural vitamin A fish oils. Of the 13 percent total natural fish oils 
used, Japan exports to the United States 10 percent, leaving only 3 percent of this 
minor supply to come from the Pacific coast fishermen. 

Japan can produce vitamin A low potency oils for as little as 3 cents per million 
units because the wage scale of Japan is approximately 10 percent of the U.S. 
standard. The U.S. synthetic vitamin A industry produces at 5 or 6 cents per 
million units and has the capacity to increase production to bring the price 
down to 2 cents per million units and thus eliminate any price rise in Pacific 
coast natural fish oils or freeze out increased production by Japan. Increased 
duty rates should be given serious consideration to protect the natural fish oil 
industry that still exists and has the potential to expand. 


PQTENTIAL MARKET USE FOR DOGFISH 


Fishery management agencies along the Pacific coast know the best method 
for eliminating the dogfish menace would be to create or develop a market for 
dogfish carcasses or oils that would stimulate a fishery for these sharks. The 
development of synthetic vitamins have closed the door on uses of natural dogfish 
liver oils in this field. Low cost imported fish oils have also reduced the domestic 
market to a marginal operation. Until such time as other valuable chemicals 
or byproducts can be discovered from fish oils, it is apparent this market is 
grossly restricted. Therefore, the principle utilization of whole dogfish carcasses 
would have to be based on some food or meal commodity. 

There are possibilities along this line in creating foreign markets for dogfish 
fillets for human consumption. Dogfish are presently being utilized in Germany 
in the fish and chip trade, and in Japan shark meat is ground up and mixed with 
salt, flour, and flavoring ingredients and rolled into fish balls and cakes which 
are readily consumed as part of the daily diet. The Washington Department of 
Fisheries has contacted the Japanese Director, Fisheries Agency, Hideo Okuhara, 
Minister of Agriculture and Forestry, concerning the possibility of shipping 10 
million pounds of dogfish fillets annually to Japan for consumption in the Orient. 
Minister Okuhara and industry members in Japan were very willing to assist in 
trying to establish a market in southeast Asia for such a product. It appears 
that relatively large quantities of frozen dogfish might be utilized in these foreign 
markets, although the cost of freight and handling might be the controlling 
factor in the development of such a market for dogfish shark. More time and 
study is needed to negotiate with the Japanese on this possible outlet. Investiga- 
tions into the development of other markets of this nature would be highly 
beneficial to the Pacific Northwest fishing industries. 

A recent meeting with Mr. I. 8. McArthur, Chairman, Fisheries Prices Support 
Board, and Mr. B. A. Campbell, Economics Service of the Department of Fish- 
eries, Ottawa, Canada, concerning the dogfish problem, revealed that the Cana- 
dians share in our views and thinking as they are also faced with developing a 
solution to this critical situation. They reported that their proposed program, 
which starts in early January 1959, will incorporate the chartering of six or 
eight trawlers to drag the waters of the Gulf of Georgia for a 3-month period in 
an endeavor to reduce the dogfish population. The Canadian Government has 
appropriated some $250,000 with which to undertake a dogfish program. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


1. That dogfish shark are definitely considered by United States and Canadian 
interests to be a menace to the food fish industry of the Pacific coast and a serious 
handicap to recreational fishermen in inner coastal waters. 

2. That existing market conditions have precluded a concentrated effort in 
the fishery for dogfish shark. 

3. That an adequate dogfish control program through commercial fishing would 
tend to benefit the stocks of valuable food fisheries. 

4. That a comprehensive study be carried out by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
in cooperation with industry and the Washington State Department of Fisheries 
involving technological and biological methods to control, utilize, and market 
dogfish sharks, and that investigations be carried out to determine the overall 
effects of dogfish shark upon Pacific food fish resources. 

5. That to effectively reduce the predator dogfish shark populations in areas 
of infestation, it will require at least a 4-year program of control. 

6. That it will be necessary to eliminate 80 million pounds of dogfish annually 
in United States and Canadian coastal and inshore waters in order to reduce the 
stocks to a point stabilizing the fisheries. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended: 

1. That the Congress of the United States appropriate annually for 4 consecu- 
tive years the minimum sum of $250,000 for the control of dogfish shark on the 
Pacific coast. 

(a) That the program for affecting the control of dogfish shark be carried out 
in cooperation with the Pacific coast States and Canada under terms and con- 
ditions determined by the Secretary of Interior or by agreement with Canada 
and the Pacific coast States. 

2. That the Congress of the United States appropriate annually for 4 consecu- 
tive years the sum of $95,000 for studies of dogfish shark. 

(a) This program to be carried out in cooperation with industry, State, and 
Federal fisheries agencies on ways and means of providing for the control, utiliza- 
tion, and marketing of dogfish sharks found in waters contiguous to the shoreline 
of the Pacific coast. 

3. That the States provide a continuing effort, along with the Federal Govern- 
ment, for the eradication and control of dogfish shark through research, marketing, 
and the development of other dogfish products. 

It is further recommended that the legislature of the States provide a continuing 
program to match the Federal assistance in this work. 

4. That an effective means of coordinating the required efforts of dogfish con- 
trol be carried out as follows: 

(a) That the Secretary of Interior be empowered to designate rules and con- 
ditions in cooperation with Pacific coastal States under which a dogfish control 
ig ca may be carried out, either by contracting for the use of fishing craft or 

y incentive payments not to exceed $15 per ton for whole carcasses or 15 cents 
per pound for dogfish shark liver delivered to authorized bonded processors. 

5. That export markets should be investigated, including such possibilities as: 

(a) Experimental shipments of processed canned dogfish be made to Puerto 
Rico, Hawaii, the Philippines, and Asian countries for consumers’ sampling in 
the hope of establishing market connections. 

(b) That market surveys be carried out in cooperation with U.S. industry on 
the utilization of dogfish shark for pet foods and for the development of com- 
mercial oils, meals, and fertilizers. 

6. That duty rates be increased on imported fish oils and their byproducts to 
protect our domestic natural fish oil industry. 

7. That the above stated comprehensive programs be carried out by the Bureau 
of Commercial Fisheries in cooperation with the State departments of fisheries 
and the fisheries industry. 
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Oregon, Washington, British Columbia, and Alaska 


27 


TaRBLE 1.—Comparative annual landings in pounds of dogfish livers in California 








California Oregon Washington British Alaska 
Columbia 
(?) (?) 119, 891 178, 900 
(?) (?) 175, 520 933, 300 
(?) (?) 2, 698 308, 047 
(?) (?) 346, 835 1, 566, 500 
(?) 220, 331 1, 803, 450 3, 552, 576 
(?) 157, 420 2, 063, 991 4, 241, 256 
(?) 283, 317 2, 845, 662 5, 121, 186 
6, 376 524, 967 4, 817, 230 7, 769, 564 
, 664 266, 402 2, 805, 013 5, 821, 849 
850 373, 025 2, 655, 781 2, 844, 217 
(?) 338, 826 1, 833, 826 3, 759, 000 
(?) 558, 1, 491, 600 3, 034, 000 
(?) 410, 744 1, 348, 295 3, 989, 000 
(?) (?) 213, 970 551, 000 
(?) (?) 212, 468 997, 000 
(?) (?) 251, 568 , 000 
(?) ( 121, 900 777, 000 
(?) (?) 79, 209 (?) 








TaBLE 2.—Total landings of dogfish livers in Washington, Oregon, California, 
British Columbia, and Alaska, 1940-53 








Price per Pounds of 
Year pound livers landed 
(cents) 

5.7 1, 915, 077 

26.0 5, 648, 703 

27.0 6, 468, 180 

46.0 8, 280, 761 

44.6 13, 542, 960 

40.2 9, 020, 188 

55.5 6, 010, 373 

aaa laaibatal eis 6, 025, 624 
56. 6 5, 145, 170 

42.5 5, 873, 185 

15.6 766, 993 

26.5 1, 209, 468 

17.1 1,011, 568 

10.4 898, 900 








1 The price of livers compiled after 1944 are from the ‘‘Fishery Statistics of United States, U.S. Fish and 
pate _— Statistics Digest’”’ (based on total value of dogfish livers landed on west coast divided by 
pounds), 
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The CHAIRMAN. We will now hear Mr. John H. Wedin. 


Mr. Wenn. This report, the result of a considerable number of 


meetings on the part of the three representatives appointed last year 
by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sery- 
ice, also includes extensive research on the part of scientific personnel 
from both the State and Federal fisheries agencies and numerous state- 
ments, testimony, and correspondence from members of the Pacific 
coast fishing industry. 

The report is herewith presented under the names of the manager 
of this association and Washington Director of Fisheries Milo Moore. 
The third member, representing the Federal Government, voluntarily 
withdrew in the presentation of the report during the past 30 days 
due to lack of agreement on key conclusions in the report. Generally 
speaking, however, it would be our opinion that in the case of the 
existence of an emergency in the field of the predatory dogfish shark, 
the committee was in complete agreement, the differences arising as 
to method of control. 

It would not seem prudent at this time to belabor the committee 
with testimony concerning the experiences of the industry and State 
fisheries department in securing relief from the 85th Congress. 

Most of you, I am sure, have had an opportunity to read the mate- 
rial submitted by this association during 1958 as to our opinions for 
the failure of S. 2719. You also have probably read the record of the 
testimony on the bill. We placed the responsibility for this failure 
during 1958 squarely with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and we 
reiterate that charge here today. The damaging testimony presented 
by the Service representative at the hearing before the House Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee in Washington, D.C., killed 
all chances for dogfish shark predator control up until this time, in 
our opinion. 

Today, we are hopeful that the Service at least shares with the 
industry and State management agencies the conviction that the dog- 
fish shark is a menace and not a nuisance. That commercial vessels 
must take this specie should be another area of complete agreement. 

This association supports Senate bill 1264, introduced by Senator 
Magnuson. This bill would provide for incentive payments of $15 
per ton for the whole dogfish carcass or 15 cents per pound for the 
dogfish liver. In our opinion, this is the only feasible method of plac- 
ing the necessary effort upon the stocks of dogfish, to begin the popu- 
lation on the downward trend. As to the amount necessary to accom- 
plish the purpose, we are prepared to revise our estimates of $250,000 
annually, upward, as dictated by scientific statistics. 

We are not, however, in favor of any further study or research as 
to the extent of the menace or as to the amount of funds necessary 
to successfully complete the project. 

There are many fishermen here today who could far better document 
the damage of the dogfish shark on our commercial fisheries. I 
sincerely hope that time will permit their testimony for the record. 

In a recent coffee conference, here at Fishermen’s Terminal, the 
late Capt. Jonas Hoddevik, who was lost aboard the Northern Light 
earlier this year, testified to Congressman Pelly and others present 
of the loss of complete nets and gear as the result of catching unwanted 
dogfish in grounds where, up until very recently, none occurred. 

Captain Hoddevik estimated gear loss, without respect to the 
time necessary to prepare new nets, at a minimum of $1,000. This 
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figure can be multiplied many times, as evidenced by the report 
submitted by the committee. 

It is our considered opinion, that the day will come, and perhaps 
not too far distant, when the U.S. Government will recognize the 
vital need for resources from the sea. With our current world 
position in fisheries crumbling due to lack of market and economic 
return, the potential, eventual resources are dwindling. Until such 
time as we can successfully join Russia, Japan, Red China, and other 
nations which are expanding their fishery production in all oceans 
of the world, we must properly foster and nurture the areas of resource 
we now enjoy. Such an area is found in the trawl fisher, and the 
reduction of existing predatory stocks must be forwarded if we are 
to maintain our industry at a reasonable level. 

We pray that the Congress of the United States, which has become 
our last recourse in the solution of this and other problems, may 
harken to the wishes of the fisermen and provide the legislation 
necessary to reduce the stocks of dogfish now. 

Senator Magnuson. Thank you, John. 

As I mentioned this morning, I expect to hold hearings on the Senate 
bill—I know the House has the same plan—at a very early date on 
the dogfish bill. 

Mr. Wenn. Incidentally, Senator, I have two other statements 
here—very short. One from the Northwestern Marine Industries, of 
which I have the honor of being president, signed by Ed E. Simonds, 
who had to leave. 

Also, a second statement from Representative Dick Kink, who had 
to go to another engagement, and this is in behalf of the Drum Sieners, 
of Billingham. 

Senator Magnuson. All right, that will be included in the record at 
this point. Tell Mr. Kink we are sorry we didn’t get to him this 
morning. 

(The statements are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Ep E. Simonps, MANAGER, NoRTHWEST MARINE INDUSTRIES, INC. 


The Northwest Marine Industries, Inc., an association composed of more than 
150 firms in the Pacific Northwest engaged in sales and service to the marine 
industry, and with a large segment of the those members directly engaged in 
servicing the Alaskan commercial fishing industry through the medium of marine 
supplies, outboard motors, marine diesel engines, vessels, etc., wishes to go on 
record as opposing the present ban on U.S. fishing operations in the Bristol Bay 
area of the State of Alaska. 

It is the contention of this association that those members of the Northwest 
Marine Industries, Inc., stand to suffer a major economic loss through the closure 
of the Bristol Bay fishing grounds. 

The Northwest Marine Industries, Inc., therefore wishes to go on record as 
urging the Congress of the United States to take appropriate action to bring to a 
halt the present Japanese high-gear salmon netfishing which has brought about 
the Bristol Bay ban by the Secretary of the Interior, and it is further reeommended 
that this fishing ban, which is extremely harmful to a vital Alaska and Pacific 
Northwest industry, be rescinded. 


StaTEMENT OF Dick J. Kink, State REPRESENTATIVE, ON BEHALF OF Drum 
SEINERS OF BELLINGHAM 


Japanese high seas fishing unfair to American fishermen: 
1, Japanese have no restrictive regulations. 

(a) Fish 7 days a week. 

(b) No closed season. 

(c) Unlimited gear. 
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(d) No restriction on mesh sizes. 
(e) No limitation on number of fish. 

(2) In comparison, American fishermen restricted by State and Federal regula- 
tions in accordance with very strict conservation requirements. 

(a) In Bristol Bay, American fisherman fish 1% to 2 days per week for a 
seasonal total of 4 weeks, of which they are apt to fish only 6 days a year. 

(b) Gear limited to 150 fathoms and 28 meshes deep. 

(c) They are always faced with complete closure unless streams receive 
adequate escapement. 

Example of how a two-nation approach to a similar problem was accomplished 
would be a North Pacific Salmon Commission on Sockeye and Pinks (Canada 
and United States). 

1. Fraser River. 

Kink in 1957 sponsored bill to eliminate netfishing on the high seas off the coast 
of Washington. Later adopted by Oregon, California and British Columbia, as 
well. 

DEPLETION OF U.S. NATIONAL RESOURCE 


1. Principles on which original treaty was negotiated were very commendable, 
and if Japanese had lived up to intent and purpose of this treaty, they would have 
restricted their high seas fishing of their own accord. 

2. It is now proved that Japanese are depleting our Bristol Bay salmon runs to 
such an extent that, to prevent annihilation of this once great national resource, 
the American fishermen will have to refrain from fishing there in 1959. 

3. In additon to restricting and limiting American fishermen by Government 
agencies for conservation purposes, I feel it would also help the fishermen, as well 
as conservation, if additional action were taken to reduce the number of salmon 
predators, such as sea lions, hair seals, terns, seagulls, dogfish and scrap fish. 

(a) Compliment Senator Magnuson on dogfish predatory control bill and express 
hope that he can have made into law more legislation of that type. 

Senator Magnuson. Any questions of Mr. Wedin? 

Mr. Petty. Senator, I think it is only fair to say your bill, when it 
came to the House—Mr. Tollefson had a similar bill, he fought and 
did everything possible to try to get it through. Finally, desperately, 
at the last moment, he had to make a concession to get any legislation 
at all, and got through the research bill for $95,000; but I think that 
the record should show his interest in that respect. 

Senator Maacnuson. And I think the record, too, should show the 
opposition of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Pe.uy. That is right. 

Mr. Tou.ierson. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. But I do 
want to comment on Mr. Wedin’s statement. I think it was a most 
excellent one and I am glad we have some testimony on these other 
bills which were before the committee for consideration. 

Senator Maanuson. Yes, and the chairman wants to say, too, we 
appreciate that; but I want to keep the record open, because there will 
be some comment, I know, from all you interested people on some of 
these other pieces of legislation, and we would like to have it. If you 
will just send it to my office or to the chairman of the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, we will get it in the record. 

This great problem of this Bristol Bay has overshadowed some of 
the other legislation, but we are just beginning this session of Con- 
gress and we will have time to work on these bills. 


Thank you, John. 
May 29, 1959. 


Subject: 8. 1264. 
To All Concerned: 

At the recent Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee hearing in 
Washington, D.C., on S. 1264, to provide an incentive plan for the eradication of 
dogfish shark, the Interior Department opposed the proposed legislation just as 
they did in 1958. 
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The enclosed letter to a large extent includes the views of this association, and 
the industry generally, on this vital subject. 

The eight questions raised by the Department in their statement to the com- 
mittee, are included in this letter and it is our hope that you will find our analysis 
of each, useful and informative. 

Your support toward positive dogfish control in the current Congress will be 
appreciated. 

Respectfully, 
Joon H. Wep1n, 
Manager, Fishermen’s Marketing Association of Washington, Inc., and 
Northwest Trawlers Association, Inc. 


FISHERMEN’S MARKETING ASSOCIATION OF WASHINGTON, INC., 
AND NorTHWEST TRAWLERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
Seatile, Wash., May 29, 1959. 
DonaLp F. McKernan, 
Director, Bureau of Commercial. Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart- 
ment of Interior, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. McKernan: Inasmuch as we have had a joint Federal-State 
industry committee cooperatively evaluating the problem of dogfish shark preda- 
tion, I have felt it not entirely proper to continue the series of correspondence of 
last year between this association and your agency on this problem vital to our 
fishing industry. It was my hope that between your representative, Mr. Samuel 
Hutchinson, Mr. Milo Moore, representing the State of Washington, and myself, 
that an area of agreement might be reached whereby we could avoid many of the 
disagreeable differences which we experienced during 1958. Indeed, up until this 
week, I felt that such was perhaps the case. 

Today, I have before me a letter addressed to Senator Warren G. Magnuson 
as chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee from the De- 
partment of the Interior, signed by a Mr. Roger Ernest. This letter includes a 
series of eight questions which, we are informed, must be answered prior to any 
thoughts toward positive control of the dogfish menace. 

I am assuming that the material for the letter originated with your agency and 
I am, therefore, directing my disagreement to your office. Frankly, the letter 
comes as a distinct shock. Certainly, it precludes the possibility of any further 
cooperative discussion or effort between the industry and State in relation to the 
Federal Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. At the time the Federal representative 
withdrew from the since-published report of the dogfish problem, we were down 
to minor disagreement. This was on March 19 of this year. The letter which 
I refer to, dated March 30, displays a complete departure from the differences 
between committee members at our last meeting. It is interesting to note, that 
in the interests of harmony, both Mr. Moore and myself agreed to leave the 
decision as to the method of control to the Secretary of Interior. This had been 
a major difference between our position and yours from the beginning. We felt, 
and still firmly believe, that the incentive plan promises the best measure of 
success. However, in order to get underway with some sort of program, we agreed 
to support chartering of vessels if this should prove to be the best method. 

In our report on the dogfish problem, issued since the Federal representative 
withdrew, we clearly state, ‘‘That the Secretary of Interior be empowered to 
designate rules and conditions in cooperation with Pacific coastal States, under 
which a dogfish control program may be carried out, either by contracting for 
the use of fishing craft or by incentive payments * * *”’ 

Further, Mr. Moore in his statement before the committee during this month’s 
hearing said, “‘$250,000 for incentive payments to fishermen or by charter of 
vessels for the harvest of dogfish shark * * *.”’ 

Now, on the eve of what is becoming an annual battle on this subject, we find 
‘that your department has arbitrarily taken a position completely opposed to any 
practical control methods. Further, we find the letter dated March 30, 1959. I 
think you can well imagine our lack of desire to extend further cooperation to the 
Federal service in this matter. 

It was my sincere belief that the work of nearly a year in meeting and discussing 
the dogfish shark problem had borne positive fruit. Last week, if you had asked 
me of the success of our work, I would have informed you that, though there were 
still areas of disagreement, we had made great strides, one in particular. That 
being that at least all of us thoroughly recognized the need for an immediate con- 
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trol program. Whether it be by charter or incentive payments was a matter of 
debate, but certainly efforts should begin immediately. 

The eight significant factors which are cited as necessary before any control 
program could give promise of success appear to either be questions that could 
not satisfactorily be determined without an active fishery, or, problems which 
are already answered, certainly to the satisfaction of those currently plagued with 
the problem. 

The letter suggests that the Congress repeal the previous $95,000 annual research 
limit, and extend it so that your agency can proceed to answer these questions 
within a reasonabie period of time. This might lead one to believe that there had 
been no prior research on this subject. Yet, Dayton Alverson, in his original 
work for the committee report, was able to find more than 75 sources of material 
for use in its preparation. 

It is extremely disturbing to me to once again find the charge that the domestic 
groundfish fleet is utilizing the predator control bill as a means of securing subsi- 
dization. The letter says, ‘‘While it is conceivable that an incentive payments 
program, to tide a normally sound industry over temporary economic difficulties, 
might appear to be reasonable in some instances, such a program offers little, if 
any, promise in this case as the production of vitamin A from domestically pro- 
duced dogfish livers is now an impractical and economically unsound industry so 
far as the major market, namely high potency vitamin A, is concerned. As I 
stressed in 1958 our basic purpose is to reduce the stocks from the fishing grounds 
and we are perfectly willing to accept any reasonable method by which this may 
be accomplished. We are not prepared, however, to wait the estimated 4 years 
for an industrial use, with no assurance of success whatsoever. If, through an 
incentive program, some of our fishermen realize economic advantage, I fail to 
see the sin involved. The recent report from your agency in which you note that 
the United States has dumped some $30 million into the fishing industries of foreign 
nations is difficult for us to reconcile with the current fear complex expressed that 
someone might realize benefit in solving the problem. Surely your request to 
raise the limit of $95,000 on research would mean a heavy governmental expendi- 
ture to the staff of the Bureau, and the difference between the Government ex- 
panding in this manner and supporting us in a practical method of reducing a 
predator is difficult for us to comprehend. 

This month your agency has come forth with a report entitled, ‘A Study of 
the Pacific Dogfish and Recommendations for Control and Utilization.” The 
effort is certainly mistitled, and would better read, ‘‘Recommendations for 
Studies To Attempt To Find Methods of Control and Utilization.” At any rate, 
if you are familiar with the report, you must be aware that many of the questions 
raised by the Department of Interior are satisfactorily answered in your own 
analysis. 

In fairness to the industry, which once again appears to have met complete 
opposition on the part of the Federal Government, the questions are hereby 
reprinted, with appropriate comments: 

1. “What level of fishing intensity is required to reduce substantially the stocks 
of dogfish in the fishing grounds? Unless the fishing effort is great enough, all 
funds spent on control will be wasted.”’ 

Your own report appears to offer a source of solution. ‘The reduction in the 
size of dogfish shark populations must be accomplished through annually removing 
sufficient numbers of fish at a rate exceeding the equilibrium yields of the species. 
From the previous history of the fishery it would seem that a fishing mortality 
between 6 to 10 percent per annum might be adequate to naturally reduce the 
shark populations. If Shephard and Stevenson’s estimate of 600 million pounds 
can be considered accurate and reasonable estimate of stocks of dogfish off British 
Columbia, and an additional 200 million pounds ean be considered available off 
Oregon and Washington, then a removal of between 50 and 80 million pounds per 
year will be needed to control the aggregate stocks off these areas.”” ‘To say that 
the fishing effort must be great enough or the funds will be wasted may be stated 
in regard to research. The best Service estimates we have had indicate that a 
minimum of 4 years at considerably more than $95,000 per year would be needed 
to find a use, with no promise of success. If the research is not successful, then 
all expended funds could be said to be wasted. This certainly is not a reasonable 
question to raise at this time. . An active fishery is the best way to answer the 
question you raise. 

2. ‘“‘What effect will the removal of dogfish sharks have on other fishes, both 
commercial and noncoinmercial? The dogfish shark may be beneficial for reasons 
presently unknown to the biologist.” 
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This is surely the most ridiculous statement with which we have yet been con- 
fronted in the Service’s effort to sabotage predator control legislation. Trawl 
fishermen passing through this office daily would be hard put to understand what 
benefits are theirs in the loss of gear and abandoning of previously lucrative 
fishing grounds. The late Jonas Hoddevik, who testified at a fishermen’s news 
coffee conference last year, told of the loss of $1,000 in gear that week, plus 3 or 
4 days of getting new gear ready for the fishery once again. Dogfish took the 

ear in an area where they had not previously been in damaging concentrations, 
erhaps we could say, ‘“‘Cancer may be beneficial for reasons presently unknown 
to the scientist.”’ 

Once again, your own report has much to say about this important question. 
“Ecological changes resulting in reduced predation and improved spacial and food 
conditions for dogfish competitors should, theoretically, enhance these populations. 
Walford (1958) states, ‘The abundance of a stock of a species is greatly influenced 
by the abundance of species of prey, competitors and predators.’ The dynamics 
of ecologic shifts are complex and which species is most likely to benefit from re- 
duction in population levels of dogfish is unknown. The relatively high predation 
rate of dogfish on food fish forms, especially in offshore areas, would seem to indi- 
cate that these species would receive benefit from a reduction in dogfish numbers. 
This opinion is shared by Barraclough (1953) who states: ‘The removal of large 
numbers of predators, such as dogfish, must of necessity dislocate the economy 
of the coastwise waters. The exact change in the whole or main populations 
resulting from vigorous pursuit of this fishery cannot be stated with certainty, 
but the first effects might be expected to include an increase in the forage species, 
such as herring, and increased opportunities for growth in competing predators, 
such as salmon, ling cod, and halibut.’ The elimination or the reduction in sizes 
of predators or competitors from an area has been described by Rounsefell and 
Everehart (1953) as being desirable when ‘because of their abundance and pre- 
dacious habits they are limiting the abundance of more desirable species.’ These 
authors state that ‘when a fish population becomes unbalanced or becomes un- 
desirable in the ecology of an area it may be necessary in the interest of good 
wildlife management to control it.’ ”’ 

3. “Is control of dogfish feasible in a given area? It might be offset by re- 
— of stocks migrating into the area from elsewhere.” 

his would appear to be another question which could be easily and inex- 
pensively answered with a fishery resulting from an incentive program. In your 
own report, once again, “Although no intense effort was made by scientific agen- 
cies to study the effects of exploitation on dogfish stocks inhabiting the Pacific 
coast of North America, the changes which resulted are not entirely unknown. 
Fishermen’s testimony would indicate that during the latter years of the fishery 
the availability of dogfish was much reduced on the known fishing grounds. 
Statements by various scientists associated with west coast management programs 
also point to a considerable reduction in the cumulative stock levels of dogfish 
following the fishery in the early forties * * *. The decrease, which occurred 
in a 4-year period, demonstrates that a considerable reduction in cumulative 
stock level, at least in a localized area, resulted from the intense fishery * * *. 
Concern for the dwindling number of dogfish and soupfin shark during this period 
was expressed as early as 1943, and in October 1944 a meeting was called in 
Victoria, British Columbia to consider the ‘necessity of regulations’ and to recom- 
mend methods of avoiding wasteful practices in exploiting soupfin and dogfish 
sharks.”’ 

4. “Can commercial uses for dogfish be found to stimulate a fishery? Results 
of a technological research program might diminish or eliminate the need for 
control measures.”’ 

It is our firm belief that uses can be found. It is our further contention that 
making available large quantities of dogfish carcasess and livers to the industry 
and science through an incentive program, will speed the necessary answers. In 
order to answer the questions raised in this letter, a large share of any research 
and technological program would necessarily have to be spent on the chartering 
of vessels to fish in areas for dogfish. The expense to the U.S. Government 
could thereby be lessened. We do not wish to belittle the research of the Federal 
fisheries agency. Indeed, we have actively supported their requests for funds to 
study the dogfish problem in an effort to find new uses. We do not, on the other 
hand, wish to forget the contribution which might come from the industry and 
other research agencies, should the fish become available at a price whereby they 
could once again afford to accumulate stocks. There are several very interesting 
pilot plant efforts on possible commercial uses underway here in the Pacifie North- 
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west right now, neither of which, to the best of our knowledge, stem from research 
of the Service. 

We would certainly assume, that should a use be found which would bolster 
the ex-vessel market price on dogfish, that the Secretary of Interior with the dis- 
eretionary powers granted under the proposed act, immediatly cease or reduce the 
incentive payments. 

5. ‘‘What is the present abundance of dogfish in the fishing grounds? This 
a apnea in order to evaluate properly any control measures that may be 
applied. 

This question has already been sufficiently answered in previous quotations 
from the Service’s report. Obviously, the best method of determining abundance 
is with an active fishery. We have daily reports of abundance of dogfish from 
fishermen here, who, though they attempt to avoid the known areas, are regularly 
finding new concentrations. If the Service continues its tactics of failing to recog- 
nize the growing magnitude of this problem, it may well be that the area of abund- 
ance could eventually be nearly every important fishing area. 

6. ‘‘Can control of dogfish shark stocks be best accomplished by an incentive 
payment policy, in which case dogfish would be taken from all areas? Intensive 
fishing in specific problem areas by charter vessels might be more effective.” 

There is no way to solve this question without a fishery. The incentive program 
would evolve production by vessels incidental to their current foodfish landings. 
It also would involve production by vessels fishing specifically in concentrated 
areas. A measure of the abundance following such efforts would be the best, and 
only, way to satisfactorily answer the question. 

From past experience we know that when the fleet concentrated on dogfish, 
and it must be remembered that the fishery was still an incidental one occurring 
in a period when food fish landings were also at a high level, we reduced the stocks 
to the point where scientists were alarmed at the fishery which appeared to be on 
the brink of depletion. The previous fishery was founded and operated on exactly 
the same basis as an incentive program, except a portion of the necessary value 
would have to be met by Federal support until such time as market values changed. 
Certainly the much coveted research program would find its path far easier with 
readily available stocks of carcasses and liver from the commercial fleet. 

7. ‘“‘When and where are dogfish most abundant? Incentive payments may be 
ineffective without this knowledge.” 

This question appears to be a combination of previous questions. An active 
commercial fishery would answer all abundance questions rapidly. As a matter 
of fact, the Service’s extensive interviews of fishermen on this subject during the 
past year has already provided adequate answers as to current abundance, both 
in quantities and in timing. 

8. “Are other control measures feasible? The possibility exists that a dogfish 
repellent chemical might be used on fishing gear to reduce the damage on gear 
caused by dogfish, or that a selective poison might be developed to reduce dogfish 
abundance.” 

Once again, from the Service’s report: ‘‘A very considerable amount of work 
was done during World War II in search of a shark repellant. Within the diction- 
ary definition of the word repellant, nothing was found that had a practical re- 
pellent effect upon shark. No very promising leads were found. Among the 
hundreds of materials or devices tested, it was found that almost all chemicals had 
some slight repellent quality, that many poisons killed sharks, and the noise 
producing devices, if there was any effect at all, served as attractants after an 
initial momentary repellent effect. Some materials were found which had the 
effect of feeding inhibitors. The Navy would not buy the term, and for physio- 
logical reasons, chose to call the feeding inhibitors repellants. To orient thinking 
in respect to use of a repellant, it is necessary to keep in mind that sharks have a 
decentralized nervous system and that negative responses to blocking follow the 
rule of some physiological processes where reactions are on the all-or-none basis 
* * * No specific shark poisons are known. Poisons apparently do not either 
repel sharks or stop feeding. Tank tests over a wide variety of compounds from 
rotenone through some especially effective ones, merely killed sharks, sometimes 
slowing down the eating process until the sharks died in the middle of a bite.” 

Though the Service report offers little hope in this field, it is one which the 
Service might explore under the research funds applied under this act. Surely, 
an active intensive fishery would provide the necessary component of such 
efforts for determination of results. 

A thorough analysis of the Department of the Interior letter of March 30, 1959, 
can lead to only one conclusion—that the Federal Government has chosen a posi- 
tion of opposition to any practical control legislation and is prepared to justify 
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that position with whatever means may be at hand. Certainly, the eight ques- 
tions raised in the letter cannot be described as an intelligent cooperative effort 
to work with the industry and affected States toward a solution. 

When the Federal Government appointed the three-man committee, to study 
and evaluate the problem and come forth with recommendations, we accepted our 
responsibility with a feeling of cooperation. Though our committee was only 
slightly at difference, and certainly one of the areas of disagreement was not 
abundance, we find the Department and ourselves even further apart than before. 
This clearly indicates that in the appointment of the committee, the spirit shown 
by the Federal Government was not the same as that of the individual members. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN WeEpIN, Manager. 


STaTE oF WASHINGTON, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES, 
Seattle, Wash., June 1, 1959. 
Hon. WarRREN G. MaGnuson, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: After the conclusion of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce hearings on the dogfish shark control bill, 
§. 1264, the adverse report submitted by the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
was reviewed by representatives of industry and the Washington State Depart- 
ment of Fisheries. 

Those most concerned with this problem have requested that John Wedin, 
representing the otter trawl fishermen, and myself extend their appreciation for 
the thoughtful consideration given by your committee on fisheries matters. 

The industry has also asked that we convey their views with respect to the 
stand taken by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries on S. 1264 and the general 
attitude of the Service on other matters relating to the fisheries of the Pacific coast. 

We submit the following statement on dogfish shark control accompanied by a 
copy of the Service letter in opposition to S. 1264 as instructed by our fishermen. 

Respectfully, 
Mito Moore, 
Director, Washington State Department of Fisheries. 


Joun H. Wenn, 
Manager, Fishermen’s Marketing Association, Inc., 
and Northwest Trawlers Association, Inc. 


STATEMENT ON DoGFrisH SHARK CONTROL 


In face of an apparent disregard for the views of various State agencies and the 
knowledge of fishermen gained through long experience in the fishing industry, 
the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries continues to oppose practically all ideas 
or proposals offered by the States and industry for a positive practical program 
_..” fisheries of this country. The result has been our lag in progress in 
this field. 

There appears in general a suppressed desire on the part of individual staff 
members of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries to cooperate fully with responsible 
State fisheries management agencies and the industry, yet basically none may 
clearly express themselves in an affirmative manner on many important matters. 

Decisions made by the Bureau with respect to fisheries often bear no resem- 
blance to the views expressed by their own technical advisers. The words 
“scientific approach” appear in all Service directives, which policies indicate that 
only the technical personnel of the Bureau are qualified to make final determina- 
tions regarding fisheries. If they lack knowledge of a subject, they must then 
carry out costly, time consuming studies in an effort to mathematically determine 
a positive solution to a problem that may only require commonsense determina- 
tion. This consideration often is taken in spite of the fact that State conservation 
agencies and industry have presented sound and sufficient evidence and informa- 
tion for them to act intelligently in making their decisions. 

As a result of the passage of the dogfish shark research bill (for which no funds 
were authorized) during the previous Congress, the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries appointed a three-man committee to study the problem of dogfish shark 
to make a detailed report and account of the matter to this session of Congress. 
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The committee comprised the following members: 
One member of the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. 
One member representing the fisheries industry. 
One member representing the Washington State Department of Fisheries, 

The committee gave serious thought in checking records and many papers 
involving the menace of dogfish shark, their populations and effects upon the food 
fish resources of the Pacific coast and with respect to finding economic use and a 
market for the same. Conclusions were reached with small differences in views 
on how a program of dogfish shark control might best be carried out. It was 
agreed by all three members that the menace of these sharks was a serious one 
for which a practical method of control should be carried out. 

After presenting a summary of the report to the U.S. Bureau of Fisheries in 
Washington, D.C. the Bureau member stated he could not go along with the 
recommendations determined after the year’s study by the staffs of the two 
agencies and the industry. The result of this endeavor is that the Bureau feels 
less confident than the State and industry representatives that a dogfish shark 
control program can be successfully carried out without years of extensive research. 

The Bureau’s representatives endorsed the justification and need for a program 
of dogfish shark control, yet have based their objection to the Magnuson bill on 
one premise—they recommend against paying the fishermen a bounty on the basis 
of sharks landed. They have preferred a program to charter boats for this 
purpose. The bill, S. 1264, would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
apply either or both methods of payment in the execution of a program, the final 
solution to apply whichever method proved to be the best. 

The U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries action in testifying against the 
Magnuson dogfish shark control bill, S. 1264, is an outstanding example of the 
lack of understanding that exists between the Service and State agencies and the 
fisheries industry in the United States. 

It is becoming more and more difficult for fishermen and men of the industry to 
conceive how those having little or no previous experience or practical knowledge 
of the industry can spend up to 90 percent of their time in offices and attending 
meetings to qualify themselves above all others in the field of fisheries. 

With the Pacific coast plagued with destructive predator dogfish shark, in- 
creasing at an alarming rate, consuming hundreds of tons of food fish daily, the 
industry requests that our Government do something to alleviate this unbalanced 
situation. 

The Government might easily solve the problem by securing the domestic 
market against foreign low-cost competitive imports that have forced US. 
fishermen to abandon the fishery. In this case there would be no need for the 
Magnuson dogfish shark control program. 

The problem of predator control to protect our natural resources is one which 
demands more attention each year as our population increases. The coastal 
stocks of food fish are becoming more dear to us as our market demands require 
increased production. Our continued harvest of food fish competing on the 
fishing banks with predator dogfish shark has already had serious effects upon the 
stocks of food fish available. The figures and facts have been presented to the 
committees of Congress outlining the need for this important consideration. The 
Bureau recognizes this need and a positive plan to begin a program |to control 
this menace to our fisheries has been submitted. 

Should the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries disqualify itself as not having 
the knowledge and experience to direct and manage a practical program of 
dogfish shark control as outlined under the Magnuson Act, §. 1264, then it is 
clearly evident it is time for Congress and the administration to call upon the 
States who have the responsibllity of fisheries management and the industry for 
assistance in the execution of the work to stabilize this important resource. 

The following is an analysis of the views of the Washington State Department 
of Fisheries and industry in support of S. 1264 and those of the U.S. Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries voiced in a letter by the Assistant Secretary of Interior, 
Mr. Roger Ernest, May 21, 1959, to the U.S. Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce in opposition to this bill. 

Mito Moors, 
Director, Washington Department of Fisherivs. 


Joun H. WeEpDIN, 
Manager, Fishermen's Marketing Association, Inc. and 
Northwest Trawlers’ Association, Inc. 
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The CuairmMan. We have a statement from Congressman Jack 
Westland endorsing the bill, which will appear in the record at this 

int. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Jack WESTLAND, U.S. CONGRESSMAN FROM THE SECOND 
District OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to express support of S. 1269, which would amend 
Public Law 85-887, authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to make incentive 
payments to domestic fishermen with respect to the whole dogfish shark carcasses 
and dogfish shark livers. The research program authorized by Public Law 
85-887 is an important step toward the solution of the dogfish shark problem. 
I certainly support such research and believe it will prove beneficial, however, I 
do not believe research alone at this time is enough. This is why I believe 


positive action such as incentive payments is necessary. 


This shark is a serious problem for commercial fishermen and sports fisher- 
men of Puget Sound and the Pacific Northwest, as well as for fishermen as far 
away as California and Alaska. The seriousness of the problem led me to intro- 
duce legislation and to appear before the House Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries on behalf of these fishermen who suffer losses of gear, time, and 
money because of the dogfish shark. 

The numbers and weights of dogfish in fishing grounds off northwest Washing- 
ton and in Puget Sound have reached tremendous proportions. At one time 
the dogfish was taken for its liver. As much as 135 million pounds of dogfish 
were landed annually before 1949. This catch held the fish in check, but in 
1950 the market for dogfish livers became virtually nonexistent because of 
low-price synthetic vitamin A compounds. 

Meanwhile, the numbers of dogfish have increased. A conservative estimate 
of the total weight of these fish exceed 1 million tons. Each dogfish can consume 
20 times its weight annually. This means that a minimum of 20 million tons of 
salmon, bottom fish, and crab could be destroyed each year by this predator. 

S. 1264 provides for incentive payments at rates not to exceed $15 a ton for 
whole carcasses and 15 cents a pound in the case of livers. If these incentive 
payments are as effective as similar payments being made by the British Columbia 
government, they will be well worth the cost involved. The New York Times 
reported that then Canadian trawlers were getting about 1,600 pounds of liver 
apiece daily. There are about 200 pounds of liver to a ton of fish. 

These are dogfish which will not compete again with salmon and other com- 


‘mercial fish for available feed. However, the population is so great along the coast 


of Washington State that fishermen have had their costly gear disappear in a sea 
of dogfish shark. Purse seiners and gill netters alike have reported they were 
unable to haul their nets into their boats because of the overwhelming number of 
dogfish in their catch. Much damage is caused by the abrasive nature of the skin 
of dogfish. 

I have mentioned the effect of this pest on commercial fisheries. Now I would 
like to point out the effect of dogfish on sport fishing. Poor fishing causing by 
these predators means that the thousands of anglers who visit my district and 
Puget Sound will look elsewhere for their fishing. Hundreds of enterprising boat- 
house and resort owners owe their livelihood to these sport fishermen. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to present these brief remarks in 
support of a sound program to control the dogfish shark. 


The Cuarmman. Mr. Jackson, do you have a statement? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. JACKSON, GENERAL MANAGER, 
NATIONAL FISHERIES INSTITUTE 


Mr. Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Charles E. 
Jackson, general manager, National Fisheries Institute. 

We considered this matter at our recent convention in New York, 
which concluded April 15, and the board of directors, which is our 
governing body, unanimously went on record in support of the 
principles of S. 1264 and similar legislation pending in the House. 
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I want to go on record that the National Fisheries Institute is in 
support of the measure. 

Incidentally, I would like to say, Senator, I have heard the com- 
ments of Senator Bartlett, and the discussion with Mr. Anderson and 
Mr. Moore, about these dogfish being consumed in Germany. At the 
suggestion of Mr. Anderson, I visited plants in Germany about 4 years 
ago and I noted they were using dogfish sharks as a smoked fish and 
they were using tremendous quantities and it was an extremely 
popular fish. Of course the Europeans eat more smoked fish than we 
do. We might have a marketing problem in this country, but it 
certainly must have some good prospects somewhere. 

The CuarrMan. Let me suggest this, and see if you agree with it, 
Although we can’t guarantee this—we do not have all the basic 
figures—but surely this program or both programs would indicate 
that the program could possibly be self-liquidating in time and accom- 
plish its purpose, too. Wouldn’t you agree with that? 

Mr. Jackson. In time, it might. 

The CHarrMan. Yes; I don’t think it would in the beginning. 

Mr. Jackson. We have a lot of species of fish which, if we were able 
to advertise and popularize, I think we could get greater consumption. 

The CuarrMan. Is there anyone else who wishes to make a state- 
ment? 


STATEMENT OF JEFF KIBRE, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, 
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S & WAREHOUSEMEN’S 
UNION 


Mr. Kisre. Mr. Chairman, my name is Jeff Kibre. I am the 
Washington representative of the International Longshoremen’s & 
Warehousemen’s Union and this union includes several thousand 
fishermen in the various fisheries up and down the west coast. 

I want to say we are strongly in favor of the legislation. We feel 
that an action program is absolutely urgent at the present time to 
complement the research program. We feel that an action program 
could be carried out along the lines laid out by Mr. Moore. And, by 
the way, I want to commend Mr. Moore for what I thought was a 
very fine statement, and a very practical program. We want to 
emphasize we are in favor of the bill; we hope it will be acted on 
promptly. 

The CHarrMaNn. There seems to be a general feeling of everyone 
interested that it has to be not only a research program of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, but an action program coupled with it, to see 
what we can do. 

Mr. Kipre. Very, very true. This problem has been building up 
over the years as everyone conversant with the fisheries realizes, and 
it is getting to the point where something must be done. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you. 

I would like to insert into the record, at this point, a letter from Mr. 
Frank Barcott, Jr., 615 Wetmore Avenue, Everett, Wash.; a telegram 
from Mr. V. W. Mallory, Box 76, Index, Wash., and the comments 
from the various Government agencies on this legislation. 
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Everett, WasH., April 3, 1959. 
WaRREN G. Maanuson, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SenaTOR: Just a few lines supporting your bill 8. 1264 to eradicate and 
control dogfish shark. 

I certainly hope every effort will be made to pass this bill as it is vital to the 
drag fish industry directly, and to all fisheries indirectly. 

With foreign competition depleting certain species of our fish resulting in 
closures to our fishermen it is imperative that additional sources of income be 
made available to our fishermen. 

This bill I believe would be a step in the right direction not only for income but 
also for conservation of other species of fish that these dogfish shark destroy. 

I hope this bill will not be sidetracked as before in favor of some research pro- 
gram which has produced nothing as far as I know to find other uses for these 


dogfish shark. Research is OK but lets start destroying dogfish now. 


With kindest regards I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 
FRANK Barcortt, Jr. 





P.S.—I am a boat owner and operator and have been commercial fisherman 
for 40 years.— Boat Lemes. 


INDEX, Wasn., May 27, 1959. 
Senator WaRREN G. MAGNusoNn, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Important that bounty on dogshark and liver be passed. More fingerling 
salmon and steelhead trout are killed by these sharks in Puget Sound waters 
than are killed by high dams in the entire Pacific Northwest. Northwest league 
of sportsmen will assist you any way we can. 

NortHwest LEAGUE OF SPORTSMEN, 
By V. W. MaAtuory. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, March 20, 1959. 
Hon. WARREN G. MaGnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 


U.S. Senate. 


Dear SenaTOR Macnuson: Thank you for your letter of March 9, 1959, request- 
ing a report on §. 1264, a bill To amend the act providing for a program to eradi- 
cate the dogfish shark on the Pacific coast in order to expand such program. 

The Department has no responsibility for administering this bill and therefore 
takes no position on it. 

We appreciate having S, 1264 referred to us for consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
TruE D. Morss, Acting Secretary. 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED StTaTEs, 
Washington, March 12, 1959. 
Hon. Warren G. Macnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. CuairMan: Your letter of March 9, 1959, requests our comments on 
8. 1264, 86th Congress, a bill that would provide incentive payments to fishermen 
for the control of dogfish. 

We have no information as to the necessity or advisability of the proposed 
legislation and, accordingly, we make no recommendation with respect to its 
adoption. : 

This report is submitted in triplicate, as requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WarREN G. MaGnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Macnuson: Your committee has requested a report on S. 1264, 
a bill to amend the act providing for a program to eradicate the dogfish shark 
on the Pacific coast in order to expand such program. S. 1264 would amend 
the so-called Dogfish Shark Act of September 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1710), by length- 
ening the control program from 4 to 5 years, by authorizing cooperation with 
the Government of Canada, and by authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
make incentive payments to domestic fishermen. These incentive payments 
would be at rates not exceeding $15 per ton for whole dogfish shark carcasses, 
and 15 cents per pound in the case of livers. These payments would be in addi- 
tion to any amounts that the fishermen might be able to obtain through the sale 
of whole dogfish shark carcasses or dogfish shark livers. 

We recommend that 8S. 1264 be not enacted; however, we would be agreeable 
to an amendment of the 1958 act that would authorize the appropriation of 
sufficient funds to carry out an adequate research program. This would be 
desirable, for reasons hereafter stated, to provide a satisfactory basis for future 
control of the dogfish shark. 

This proposed legislation raises a question of fundamental policy; i.e., whether 
or not the Federal Government should enter the field of providing incentive pay- 
ments or ‘‘bounties”’ for the control of marine predators in waters that are largely 
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the States. It seems to us that the pro- 
priety of such an extension of Federal responsibility may be seriously questioned. 

The funds required to earry out the incentive payments feature of this bill 
would be considerable. On the basis of the commercial catch of dogfish during 
the years 1941-49, it is likely than an annual catch, or quota, of 40,000 tons of 
dogfish over a 5-year period probably would be required in order to reduce sub- 
stantially the dogfish population. Incentive payments of $15 per ton for whole 
dogfish, and 15 cents per pound for livers, would cost annually approximately 
$600,000 for carcasses, or $1,440,000 for livers if the quota of dogfish were taken. 
However, there is good reason to believe that fishermen would not catch the 
minimum quota that we believe would be required as the incentive payments 
probably would be considered inadequate. A smaller catch would have little 
effect on dogfish abundance and would result in a wasted expenditure. However, 
any increase in the proposed incentive payments scheduled, and the administra- 
tion of such a program would increase the total cost correspondingly. 

There are other significant factors, in addition to the cost of this suggested 
control program, that warrant consideration. The following questions should 
be answered, through research and investigation, before any control program 
can give promise of success: 

(1) What level of fishing intensity is required to reduce substantially the stocks 
of dogfish in the fishing grounds? Unless the fishing effort is great enough, all 
funds spent on control will be wasted. 

(2) What effect will the removal of dogfish sharks have on other fishes, both 
commercial and noncommercial? The dogfish shark may be beneficial for reasons 
presently unknown to the biologist. 

(3) Is control of dogfish feasible in a given area? It might be offset by repop- 
ulation of stocks migrating into the area from elsewhere. 

(4) Can commercial uses for dogfish be found to stimulate a fishery? Results 
of a technological reserach program might diminish or eliminate the need for 
control measures. 

(5) What is the present abundance of dogfish in the fishing grounds? This 
must be known in order to evaluate properly any control measures that may 
be applied. 

(6) Can control of dogfish stocks be best accomplished by an incentive pay- 
ment policy, in which case dogfish would be taken from all areas? Intensive 
fishing in specific problem areas by charter vessels might be more effective. 

(7) When and where are dogfish most abundant? Incentive payments may 
be ineffective without this knowledge. 

(8) Are other control measures feasible? The possibility exists that a dogfish 
repellent chemical might be used on fishing gear to reduce the damage on gear 
caused by dogfish, or that a selective poison might be developed to reduce dogfish 
abundance. 
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Another apparent purpose of the incentive payments provided for in the bill 
is to subsidize the production of vitamin A from domestically produced dogfish 
livers. During World War II, and until 1949, such vitamin production was a 
thriving business on the Pacific coast, especially in the State of Washington. 
In that year the demand for liver-derived vitamin A declined sharply, primarily 
because of the development of methods for its synthetic production and to some 
extent because of the increased importation of shark liver oils from Japan. 
Extraction of oil from dogfish livers terminated in 1955 in the United States. 

While it is conceivable that an incentive payments program to tide a normally 
sound industry over temporary economic difficulties might appear to be reason- 
able in some instances, such a program offers little, if any, promise in this case as 
the production of vitamin A from domestically produced dogfish livers is now an 
impractical and economically unsound industry so far as the major market— 
namely, high-potency vitamin A, is concerned. The synthetic product can be 
produced much more economically, and the long-term outlook is for continuance 
of the favorable production conditions for synthetic vitamin A. The smaller 
market for low-potency vitamin A is supplied predominantly by Japanese dogfish 
liver oils at prices that do not encourage domestic production. In addition, there 
are other unanswered questions, such as the degree to which the payment of 
15 cents per pound for livers would interest shore plants in processing them; also, 
whether a sufficient quantity of livers would be available on a suitable delivery 
schedule to facilitate orderly shore operations. For the foregoing reasons, we find 
no reason to indicate that the proposed incentive payments would alter the present 
status of the industry. 

Answers to many of the questions that we have raised may be found within a 
reasonable period of time only through biological and technological research car- 
ried out at a more accelerated pace than is now possible with our present fund 
limitation of $95,000 annually, as prescribed by the 1958 Dogfish Shark Act. 

In the foregoing circumstances, if the Congress determines that the need to 
find effective means for controlling dogfish shark populations is so pressing as to 
warrant a higher priority than has been possible in the past, we believe the exist- 
ing appropriation limitation should be repealed. This would leave for determina- 
tion, through customary budgetary processes, the amount to be appropriated 
annually to carry forward expeditiously a research program designed to provide 
the essential information needed to formulate an effective control and industrial 
utilization program. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocer Ernst, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


JUSTICE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 11, 1959. 
Hon. WarrREN G. MaGNnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the De- 
partment of Justice concerning the bill (S. 1264) to amend the act providing for 
& program to eradicate the dogfish shark on the Pacific coast in order to expand 
such program. 

The bill has been examined, but since the subject matter thereof is not related 
to any of the activities of the Department of Justice, we would prefer not to offer 
any comment concerning it. 

Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE FE. WALSH, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 18, 1959. 
Hon. WarREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 
Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: Your letter of March 9, 1959, invited the comments 
of the Department of State on S. 1264, ““To amend the Act providing for a program 
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to eradicate the dogfish shark on the Pacific coast in order to expand such pro~ — 
gram.” 

The bill would amend the act approved September 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1710) by, — 
among other things, extending the duration of the dogfish shark eradication pro- 
gram, and by authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to make incentive payments — 
for dogfish shark carcasses and livers and to cooperate with the Government of 
Canada in carrying out the objectives of the act. sl 

The Department has an interest in the bill inasmuch as this Government is q © 
party to a number of international conventions having for their purpose the con- 
servation of Pacific fisheries. In particular may be citd the Halibut Convention 
with Canada (1953) (5 U.S.T. 5), the Sockeye Salmon Convention with Canada 
(1930) (50 Stat. 1355), and the Pink Salmon Protocol thereto (1957) (Senate Exee. 
C, 85th Cong., 1st sess.), and the North Pacific Fisheries Convention with Canada — 
and Japan (1952) (4 U.S.T. 380). 


The Department considers that the objective of the bill—that is, control of the | 
depredations of dogfish sharks on the fisheries of the Pacific coast, is a desirable” 
one. We also consider that providing for cooperation in this field with the 
Government of Canada is a useful measure, since the problem involved is to a 
considerable extent common to both countries and since it is understood that the 
Government of Canada has also undertaken a dogfish shark eradication program, 
Beyond this, however, the Department is not in a position to comment on the ad- 
ministrative measures proposed to be utilized insofar as they do not interfere with 
obligations this Government has undertaken under the several international ” 
conventions concerning North Pacific fisheries to which it is a party. The” 
Department perceives no objection to the bill. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 4 

Sincerely yours, 
Wixiuiam B. MacomBer, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Acting Secretary of State). 


The CuarrmMan. We will leave the record open for a while in case” 


anyone wants to add any further statements and we will recess at 
this time. 
(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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